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Abstract 
My research deepens understanding about using archives. I hypothesise that 

producing an account of the use of archived objects enriches not only the objects but also the 

archives and the society that administers them.  I hypothesise that such accounts or ‘tales of 

use’ strengthen and thereby preserve archived objects, particularly in relation to ephemeral, 

performative cultural practices and artefacts that are not easily captured, stored and 

transmitted by digital means.   

Testing these hypotheses, my research takes the form of a ‘post’ practice-led case 

study, drawn from my practice in art and archives, whereby I re-enact a piece of media art 

from the 1970s. In the thesis I focus on the landmark film performance Man with Mirror 

(Guy Sherwin 1976). Before the research commenced, a colleague and I set down the rules 

and rigours of the performance in a ‘user’s manual’. In the course of this research, I track re-

enactments of Man with Mirror as two artists try the manual, one with assistance from the 

manual’s authors, the other working alone with just the manual.  

With the rules and rigours set down as faithfully as possible in the manual, running 

them brings to light the gap between what can be made explicit in the text of a user's manual 

and what dwells implicitly or tacitly in the performing body of an ‘expert’ custodian of the 

artwork. I investigate the importance of this gap between externally recorded instructions and 

tacitly embodied know-how.  

I have discovered that a form of authenticity emerges from the unique conditions of 

each use of the manual. The user’s situation produces performances that vary from the 

original yet continue to point back to it, adding ‘growth rings’ that strengthen it. I conclude 

that this contextual richness is required for effective archival care of such cultural phenomena 

to strengthen them, and in the process, ensure their survival.
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Foreword 
My research investigates re-using archival material. In the case of ephemeral, 

performative cultural practices and artefacts that are not easily captured, stored and 

transmitted by digital means, my contention is that re-use is crucial to both strengthen the 

original and ensure its continuing survival. 

My test case is a media art performance by Guy Sherwin, Man with Mirror (1976). It 

is an important artwork that deserves astute archiving. What is the problem that I am 

investigating? For Man with Mirror, we know we can preserve the record of its existence, of 

its having been performed. But for the piece to be ‘realised’ and adequately understood, the 

person in the record must also perform live, must re-realise the historical work in the present. 

What will we do in the future when the creator-person is no longer around? How can 

ephemeral cultural phenomena such as Man with Mirror be archived as useful artefacts, as 

practical, historical things that can enrich human society in the future? Are there lessons from 

Man with Mirror for other archives? 

                                
TLC's (Wo)Man with Mirror A User's Manual. 
Photograph by Lucas Ihlein, March 2016. 
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The roots of my doctoral research are found in my artistic practice. Over the previous 

decade, my artist-colleague and I have been re-enacting expanded cinema – ephemeral, 

performance and technology-based artwork from the past fifty years or so. Our re-enactments 

take place within an artistic collaborative team named Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC). 

One of our projects (Wo)Man with Mirror (2009–) re-enacts a landmark British expanded 

cinema work, Guy Sherwin’s Man with Mirror (1976).1 

TLC re-enacted Sherwin's work, according to his specifications. Thus we made our 

new work, (Wo)Man with Mirror whilst also re-realising Sherwin's work, in order to share it 

with audiences, study it and understand how best to preserve it for future generations. In the 

process of making (Wo)Man with Mirror, TLC made a user’s manual, as part of our attempt 

to understand how best to bequeath Sherwin's artwork to future generations of scholars and 

citizens. Thus (Wo)Man with Mirror A User’s Manual sets down, through a tale of use, 

TLC’s experience of the 1976 media art performance Man with Mirror. The intention is that 

a manual user can make the piece again, from scratch. Repeatedly testing the manual forms 

the case study of my research.  

 

Research methods 

I said in my abstract my research method is a ‘post’ practice-led case study. As Biggs 

and Buchler plainly state, in practice-led research, practice must be the method (Biggs and 

Buchler 2007, 68). In my instance, my research question has emerged from my practice so I 

am using the term: ‘post’ practice-led. 

To extend on my brief introduction of TLC and our re-enactment work, from 2004 

artist Lucas Ihlein and I developed a practice of re-enacting 1970s media art performances 

focused on expanded cinema. Coming from our individual practices in experimental film 

(me) and conceptual art (Lucas Ihlein), we became curious about this form. It involved 

sprocketed film, projectors and performance. We found documents about it evocative but 

 

1 For video documentation of Guy performing at the Super 8 Film Festival de La Coruña, Spain 2011 see 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DX1-xuCNIeg For documentation of the 2009 gallery opening where Teaching and 
Learning Cinema first performed (Wo)Man with Mirror see https://vimeo.com/8855880 
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frustrating. To make sense of what they were actually about, we decided to treat the 

descriptions and photos in books literally as scores and re-enact them. Initially arms-length 

from the original artists, our method soon developed so that forming a relationship with the 

artist who first made the work became integral to our process. 

As we worked on Man with Mirror we drew on experience from our past projects 

where we gathered notes as we worked, our ‘how tos’ and our background research. We 

collated them into a manual with the idea that someone after us could use them to do as we 

were doing, to re-enact. This became (Wo)Man with Mirror A User’s Manual.  

 The manual went untested until 2016 when, within the structures of my doctoral 

candidacy, the opportunity arose to test it with another artist, Laura Hindmarsh, under the 

instruction of TLC. It was resolved that the gathering and analysis of all the data involved in 

testing and adapting the user’s manual would be my specific project. Soon after TLC’s work 

with Laura, I commissioned some artists in New Zealand to try the manual with no assistance 

from TLC. These two ‘experiments’ form the core of my data. 

 Here are Lucas and Laura towards the end 

of our work shooting Laura’s material in 

Canberra. The person you see at the 

bottom left is an anthropologist, Diana 

Glazebrook, brought in to conduct an 

ethnographic study of TLC's working 

processes. As I said in an early 2016 talk 

to a performance studies audience:  

 
The motivation for bringing in an 
anthropologist was to triangulate my 
recollection of our work and the records 
TLC produced of it, earlier, on our blog 
and in written remains like flyers and 
emails. The task I’ve set myself in my 
research is to read re-enactment through 
the eyes of the archivist and the 
preservationist. While some areas of 
scholarship accept tacit knowledge, 
bodies, embodiment and affect as 
important, suspicion seems to linger 
about tacit knowledge, especially  

Left to right: Diana Glazebrook, anthropologist (seated); Laura 
Hindmarsh, artist; and Lucas Ihlein, artist, Teaching and 
Learning Cinema colleague. Photograph by Louise Curham, 
April 2016 
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amongst traditional historical domains and archivists.  
For me to assert that TLC does x or y, or to assert that my analysis of the video shows 
that we do x or y remains my assertion from an insider position … so I commissioned 
an anthropologist to observe the work TLC did with Laura as she used the manual. 
The anthropologist’s observations take the form of ethnographic field notes. 
(‘Observing re-enacting the re-enactment’, paper presented at Scenes of the Real 
symposium, Department of Performance Studies, University of Sydney, July 2016) 

Those field notes are included in the data. Another set of data comes from interviews 

Diana conducted using my questions. She interviewed Guy, the artist who made Man with 

Mirror in 1976, Lucas my TLC collaborator, Laura Hindmarsh the artist who used the 

manual with TLC’s support and Sean Curham the New Zealand artist who tried out the 

manual alone. There is also a set of data from recordings of Laura and Sean and his team at 

work. The final data set is recordings from an event that emerged as the fieldwork developed, 

a performance with Laura, my mother, Valerie, and me. 

I am calling this research ‘post’ practice-led because it builds on TLC’s practice, 

using an object of TLC’s output, the user’s manual. While the foundation that makes this 

work possible is TLC’s collaborative practice, I am analysing aspects of TLC’s practice 

through these two test cases specific to my doctoral candidacy – Laura’s use of the user’s 

manual with support from TLC and the New Zealand artists’ use of the manual on their own.  

 

Research questions 

So what is the quest of this research and how has it evolved? Emerging from TLC’s 

(Wo)Man with Mirror re-enactment in 2009, well before this research commenced, was our 

insight that using or repeating these artworks ‘gave back’ new and valuable information 

about them, information worth keeping in a permanent relationship with the original.   

Informed by that insight, this research asks how use contributes new and valuable 

knowledge back to the archive explored through a case study of re-enacting a type of 

performance art. For artworks like Man with Mirror, real-time, embodied performance is a 

significant part of their integrity. Contrary to conventional archiving wisdom, I ask to what 

extent and in what ways might repeated re-use of the archived material be crucial to the 

continuing survival and indeed the future strengthening of value of such artworks? Does the 
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best-practice archiving of these particular kinds of artworks have something to teach 

contemporary archiving practitioners more generally? 

I am looking at things we cannot digitise – more precisely, that lose something 

important when they are recorded, or left to exist only by their recordings. But I am not 

casting the research first and foremost into the net of preservation. The model of use I am 

working with casts preservation as a by-product – attention is not focused on staving off 

extinction (preservation) but rather on continued liveliness, by which I mean keeping the 

items ‘vigorous and changeable’ (Cifor 2017, 6). Extending the metadata in the way I 

propose blurs the usual distinction between preservation and use.   

This distinction is important because there is extensive scholarship on the 

preservation of time-based and live artwork (I sketch the breadth of it in Chapter 4). Part of 

my contribution is to bring a different dimension to those problems by switching the 

emphasis to liveliness. 

I connect liveliness and use. In the context of this thesis, use is understood as making 

contact with the work. By contact I mean all forms of engagement with Man with Mirror on a 

spectrum from knowing the work exists through to manual users who want to perform the 

work themselves. For this group who seek to perform the work, making contact means 

literally consulting the manual in order to enact its instructions. This concept of use as 

contact informs my deployment of the terms ‘use’ and ‘users’ throughout the thesis.  

The terminology ‘users’ is deployed in digital cultural heritage (Walsh et al. 2020, 77) 

but my interpretation adds the nuance of user as contact-maker, positioning users on a 

spectrum from passing contact to enacting instructions. Conceptualising users as contact-

makers adds to the language used in cultural heritage: the term ‘community’ describes 

citizens and groups who engage with heritage sites (Waterton 2015), while in museums and 

galleries, common terminology is visitors and audiences (Walsh et al. 2020, 77).  

 

Evolution of the research question 

How has my quest evolved? It has stayed roughly faithful but its evolution provides a 

more nuanced understanding of my focus on use.  
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Informed by that insight in TLC that use through re-enactment generates new and 

unexpected understanding and knowledge, I began by wondering how to connect heritage 

items with their real world use. I set up the problem of accessing the histories of Man with 

Mirror and other expanded cinema and early media art performances.  

The research training process of the PhD at this university is quite clear cut. It begins 

with the introductory seminar in the first six months. In that seminar, I stated my focus this 

way: ‘This research explores the problem of preserving ephemeral cultural heritage like the 

early media art performances of expanded cinema in a manner that is meaningful to a 

community of users or practitioners. It explores use and the notion of the archive as 

something that requires tending, giving back as well as looking after.’ My credentials as a 

long-term employee in official governmental archives and my extended practice as a media 

artist informed this question.  

These are the critical points from that nascent research question:  

1. ‘Preserving in a manner meaningful to users’. At this stage I was focused on TLC’s use 

case. Our goal in re-enactment was to experience the ephemeral artwork, a different goal 

from many users seeking to access heritage items. My focus was on how to expand the kind 

of things that are kept to allow for this kind of outlier use, where consulting the records about 

the thing is insufficient. 

2. ‘Tending’, or ‘giving back through use’ came once more from TLC’s use. Our engagement 

with the original artists in our re-enactment projects created rich new material. For one work, 

Anthony McCall’s Long Film for Ambient Light we gave the artist a ‘box’ with all our 

material and notes from our re-enactment. For other works, our notes informed the work of 

others trying to re-enact the same work. Film scholar Jonathan Walley’s re-enactment of 

Takehisa Kosugi’s Film and Film #4 drawing on TLC’s experience is an example (Walley 

2013, 216). 

In this early stage of my doctoral candidacy, I characterised TLC’s re-enactment 

approach as one of tending. The tending idea belongs to both Lucas and I: it arose from our 

collaboration. Right at the outset of my doctorate I had an opportunity to co-publish with 

Lucas about our work on re-enacting British artist Malcolm Le Grice’s Horror Film (1971–). 

How might we achieve an experience of ephemeral events from the past? … It is our 
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contention that archives are one of three major sites of research necessary for the 
practical problem of reenactment – the others being primary research through oral 
history interviews and the task of physically ‘trying it out’ for ourselves. As creative 
researchers, we vibrate between these three major research sites … Ultimately, we 
argue, we are tending the archive – not just extracting what we need from it, but using 
it to produce new material, which feeds back into the archive, to enrich its content and 
open it up to further, hitherto unknowable, applications. (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 27) 
  

We concluded thus: 

… our approach [to re-enactment] is ongoing and ritualistic. Our process doesn’t 
stop once we have pieced together a functioning reenactment. We need to keep 
practising the performance, and this means that ‘the work’ (in its now expanded 
definition) will continually evolve over time – as will its associated archival 
entities.  
        The sum of these activities is an archival tending: treating this space of 
interaction as a sort of garden, involving planting, feeding, mulching, and 
harvesting, in an ongoing, cyclic process. The idea of tending to a work of 
performance frames it as a rich network of archival records connected to a wider 
cultural ecosystem. (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 37) 

  

My work has revealed to me that conventional heritage and conservation literature 

does not use the language of ‘tending’. Even so, similar ideas do arise from time to time, as 

succinctly summed up by Dutch conservation theorist Sanneke Stigter. Usually we think of 

change as anathema in conservation however Stigter identifies that, in contemporary art 

conservation, the focus can well shift to ‘ensuring an artwork's progression in time rather 

than its conservation’ (Stigter 2010 quoted in Van de Vall et al. 2011). 

To summarise the evolution of my research quest: I quickly learned that performance 

is integral to the significance of many heritage items, and I developed a hypothesis that I 

would need to test within the doctoral investigations, namely the hypothesis that ‘use gives 

something back to the heritage item’. 

So my thesis-title proclaims my quest: to understand how repeated re-use strengthens 

ephemeral material and ensures its survival. I test my hypothesis that this model has 

something to teach contemporary archiving more generally.  

In focusing my quest, I am also focusing in on my audience. My purpose is to go 

beyond the technical and theoretical domains of conservation, conservators and archivists. 

My audience is the broader galleries, libraries, archives and museums sector (GLAM). This is 
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reflected in the evolution of the various talks and public outputs that I have delivered during 

my doctoral candidacy. Initially they were aligned to contemporary art and archives, evolving 

to general GLAM and humanities (see the appendix for a list). 

A note on my mode of address to you, the reader 

Right now, my audience is you, the reader. To carry us along together, I enfold us as 

‘we’, you the reader and me the researcher-author. I do this to unite us in a shared, focussed 

mode of making sense, of working together to arrive at a shared (and therefore sharable) 

understanding.  The ‘we' is intended as intimate and cooperative rather than universal and 

declarative. 

 

Chapter overview 

Thus concludes my account of the evolution of the initial ideas. Now I can describe 

the finished product, the thesis you have in front of you; I can describe what you can expect 

to encounter as you read through the entire text. 

Treating expanded cinema as a heritage item, I detail the many inter-related ways I 

engage with, re-enact and analyse the experience of using (and thereby preserving) Man with 

Mirror for future generations. Throughout my investigations I have sought fresh 

understanding not only about the processes of archiving, but also about the peculiar 

characteristics and archiving needs of ephemeral, performance-based artworks in general and 

about Man with Mirror particularly.  

It is worth pausing for a moment here, to move from abstractions to concrete 

particulars in order to get acquainted with the ‘artefact’ in question.  What is it about Man 

with Mirror that makes it so telling, that makes it such an evocative object of study for my 

purposes? To get started, here is a brief, introductory evocation of a project which together, 

you the reader and me guiding you as the researcher-author, we will get to know more 

intricately throughout the course of this thesis. 

Summary Description: Guy Sherwin films himself on Hampstead Heath in 1976. He 

carries out a particular choreography involving a white backed mirror. Later he performs with 

his film projected onto him, repeating the choreography, still holding the white backed 
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mirror. The mirror now doubles as a fickle film screen, by turns white side to the audience 

and then mirrored side. For the audience, the thrill of this work is the poetic doubling of live 

Guy with film Guy.  

A reminiscence by British expanded cinema scholar Duncan White (in conversation 

with Guy Sherwin), describes White's first encounter with Man with Mirror on video.  

White's recollection of this first encounter provides a vivid way to begin to understand the 

project more deeply.  

Duncan: I remember when I first saw it – I haven't seen it but I saw the video. And I 
was quite blown away, just sitting in the [British Artists Film and Video] Study 
Collection’s viewing room just watching it. I think mostly because of the 
disorientation of it. And again the instability of the image. But just the support. The 
projection screen, which you assume is this fixed thing. Just the way [the image] was 
scattered around and fragmented. It was kind of – the disorientation was not 
intoxicating but just unlike anything.  
Guy: Intriguing.  
Duncan: But it was so simple as well. And that's the other thing. It was quite hard at 
points to work out what was – where the mirror was or which way round things were. 
What was up and what was down. So, it's striking. (White 2008, 12)  

 

As scholars interested in the preservation of ephemeral performative cultural 

practices, what aspects of the experience of Man with Mirror do we keep? The original super 

8 footage has been duplicated to 16mm and put in a film archive in Amsterdam. Guy still 

performs it now but he is 70. What will happen in 50 years? The poetic doubling relies on 

Guy being both in the film and live. My conservator husband suggested a Guy look-a-like 

might be procured. Possible. The film archivist in Amsterdam suggests Guy’s son might be a 

suitable stand in. Will he resemble Guy closely enough to produce the doubling? 

Why do we care about Guy’s work in particular? That is subjective, but it is accepted by the 

international experimental film community that Man with Mirror is a landmark2 work of expanded 

cinema. For me this is a stand-out work of expanded cinema because it deploys key traits of the 

form: re-assembling elements of the cinema experience in ways obvious to the viewer, using 

 

2 Evidence of Man with Mirror as a landmark work is demonstrated by its inclusion in the key expanded cinema scholarship 
of the past decade, such as Walley (2020), Smith and Hamlyn (2018), Webber (2016), Rees et al. (2011), and in 
experimental film scholarship such Hamlyn (2003). Furthermore, preservation components are in the collection of Eye 
Filmmuseum. Guy keeps no comprehensive list of its performances, yet it has been performed intermittently but continually 
since 1976 – internet searches reveal about twice yearly since 2008.  
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comparatively simple technical means that combine to generate a complex experience, one that takes 

place in real time. The commentary on ageing set up by Guy performing with his younger self and 

the role of the mirror as an index, connecting the original outdoor performance with its indoor 

repetition, are both elements TLC has noted appreciatively. Also facilitating TLC’s care for Man 

with Mirror was the relationship that emerged with Guy, our chance to see him perform it in 

Australia and learn about performing it from him. Another practical consideration was that TLC has 

extensive technical know-how in super 8 so we recognised we were well placed to work with Man 

with Mirror as Guy currently performs it. These reasons are compelling enough. Moreover, for me, 

Guy’s work stands in for a wider category of heritage. While the name for that specific category 

remains elusive, I opt for ‘performance-dependent heritage’. 

Keeping just the film and the mirror will not keep the critical part of this experience 

alive, the poetic doubling. My contention is that, as archivists, we need to set the conditions 

whereby an interpretive wisdom can be applied to the preservation and access of the artwork.  

By ‘wisdom’ I mean the intricate set of options and actions that get applied to the elements of 

the artwork, such that at each instantiation of the artwork, its interpretation is relevant and 

‘true’ somehow to the conditions of its realisation in that new moment. This means more than 

just obeying the user’s manual; it means using the manual as a stimulus or a template for 

making astute and effective decisions about the re-staging of the work within the situated 

contingencies of each new performance of the work. 

So my thesis is the tale of use: a tale of how TLC made a manual, how Laura used it 

with TLC’s assistance, how the New Zealand artists used it on their own, how I learned that 

the repeated use of the ephemeral artwork paradoxically guarantees its preservation and 

continued accessibility even as the tales of repeated use also constantly stir change into the 

contextual records and instructions dictating the artwork's essential existence.  

Archive versus archives  

The term ‘archives’ carries baggage. In public parlance, if we accumulate something 

and it is important to us, it is an archive. As performance and new media theorist Gabriella 

Giannachi says, ‘one only needs to look at … social media, to see how we are all collectors 

and curators’ using our ‘archives’ to replay every aspect of who we are (Giannachi 2016, 

184). There is specific scholarly baggage attached to the terms ‘archives’ and ‘archive’. 

Archivist and scholar Michelle Caswell writes that archivists understand archives with an 

‘emphasis on the “s” ’. Archives are ‘collections of records … the institutions that steward 
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them, the places where they are physically located, and the processes that designated them 

“archival” ’. This gets lost in a ‘hypothetical wonderland’ of the archive, wholeheartedly 

embraced by humanities scholars (Caswell 2016, 3).  

The culture-changing arguments of twentieth century humanities giants, Michel 

Foucault and Jacques Derrida, linking cultural domination, cultural power and archives, have 

heralded ‘tomes of humanities scholarship … dedicated to critiquing “the archive” ’ (Caswell 

2016, 4). Despite all this activity on the archive, scholarship by archivists is not especially 

well acknowledged by the humanities, and humanities scholarship is not routinely ‘in 

conversation with ideas, debates, and lineages in archival studies’ (Caswell 2016, 4).  

Amongst the catalysts for my doctoral investigation was my first-hand experience of 

the gap that Caswell describes between the metaphor of ‘the archive’ and the material 

practice of archivists. However, the ideas about archives that have truly ‘sparkled’ in 

scholarly discourse come from outside the constrained field of the archivist’s profession – 

Foucault and Derrida are examples. Their ideas are part of the humanities lexicon. My 

reference here is to writer and scholar Jane Messer who notes a different but related example, 

practice-based research in the creative arts. Messer writes that practice-based research has yet 

to deliver a sparkling idea that is integral to broad scholarly lexicons. Her example of such an 

idea is ‘thick description’ from the work of cultural anthropologist Clifford Geertz. Messer 

writes that with the concept of thick description, Geertz ‘created something that really 

sparkled, and which has become integral to the lexicons of the social sciences’ (Messer 2012, 

8).  

Archivists face a situation that is by turns frustrating and fascinating as ‘the archive’ 

and ‘archiving’ are terms used profusely in both scholarly and public discourse but very 

often, without direct reference to actual archives or archivists delivering their vocational 

labour. The reading of the archives I present delineates archives from other practices of 

heritage-keeping – the distinction I emphasise is archives’ focus on context and retaining that 

context in material, and therefore robust, ways. There are aspects of scholarship in archival 

studies that I downplay – examples include scholarship on rights and experiences of those 

usually silenced by archives (such as Stevens, Flinn and Shepherd 2010) and scholarship on 

records as perpetually coming-into-being or becoming (such as Upward, McKemmish and 

Reed 2011).  
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Reflecting Michelle Caswell’s call for greater interpenetration of humanities 

scholarship and archives scholarship (Caswell 2016, 29), I use both ‘archive’ and ‘archives’, 

switching between the ‘archive’ as a generic and conceptual accumulation and the archivist’s 

understanding of an ‘archives’. Above, I excerpted Caswell’s explanation of archives – to 

quote her in full, she explains archives are ‘collections of records, material and immaterial, 

analog and digital (which, from an archival studies perspective, is just another form of the 

material), the institutions that steward them, the places where they are physically located, and 

the processes that designated them “archival” ’ (Caswell 2016, 3). In some places my use of 

archive/archives could be replaced by ‘collection’ or ‘heritage’. I build my argument using 

key ideas from archives practice, in particular archival authority, so I have stayed with the 

terms ‘archive’ and ‘archives’.  

Before I leave this meta question of what and how archives mean, having noted the 

takeover of the ‘archive’ by non-archivists and the sparkling ideas from the humanities about 

the ‘archive’, a note on Jacques Derrida. There is work to do to better understand the context 

that resulted in Archive Fever: a Freudian Impression (Derrida 1996). That work is 

important, and it is in fact being enthusiastically pursued by many scholars.  However, in 

order to avoid any confusion in this particular thesis, I point out here that the concerns and 

metaphors deployed by Derrida, fascinating as they are, do not directly pertain to the quest 

that my doctorate pursues.  I am, of course, aware of the influence of Derrida when he 

deploys archival terminology, but I am concerned to maintain focus on my own investigation, 

rather than getting diverted to the noise and sparkle that he has generated.   

 

Overview chapter by chapter 

Chapter 1 introduces the first batch of data of Laura using the manual with assistance 

from TLC. I establish the problems for performance-dependent heritage and I establish Man 

with Mirror as a case. Some principles from archives practice and theory are laid down as the 

ground for the user’s manual.  

I introduce re-enactment as a particular type of use case requiring both recorded 

resources (such as text, video and photographs) and transmission in person – in my test case, 

artist Guy Sherwin passed on some crucial details about Man with Mirror in person to TLC.  

Re-enactment of a complex situation like Man with Mirror also reveals tacit knowledge. 

Understanding of the work emerges and improves as the re-enactment process unfolds, 
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revealing both hidden and unexpected aspects to the work and tacit knowledge that resides 

with the re-enactor. 

Chapter 2 analyses and evaluates the data set of artist Laura Hindmarsh trying out 

the user’s manual with the assistance of TLC. Titled ‘Embodied Knowledge’, this chapter 

examines body-to-body transmission, knowledge Laura and TLC gained from this in-person 

handing on of Man with Mirror. I draw on ideas from Pierre Bourdieu and Brian Massumi to 

understand how each performing body operates within a determining field of influences when 

participating in the case-study artwork.   

Chapter 3 turns to re-enactment, framing my discussion through the properties of 

‘live, original and copy’, drawing heavily on the work of performance studies scholar 

Rebecca Schneider.  I continue to interpret Laura’s data as she went on to perform the work 

in London.  

Moreover, I draw on a second set of data that came from commissioning New 

Zealand artist Sean Curham to test the manual with no support. This data is discussed in 

Chapter 4 as attention turns to the contents of the user’s manual and how it works. The 

authority that makes the manual compelling is analysed. Artists have used tools similar to 

manuals before – the scores of Fluxus artists of the 1960s and ‘70s are a relevant predecessor. 

Fluxus was ‘a loosely organised international group of avant-garde artists’ that flourished 

until the early 1970s. They ‘opposed artistic tradition and everything that savoured of 

professionalism in the arts’ (Chilvers 2009). They made events that grew out of new practices 

in music – often deploying simple and irreverent actions. Scores evolved around these events.  

A by-product of Fluxus scores is their continued, if intermittent, performance, a form of 

preservation through use. This turns the discussion to the ‘professional carers’, conservators 

and preservationists. The argument crystalises that re-use, of which re-enactment is an 

example, builds growth rings around the original, that both help it survive and strengthen it.  

Finally, in the Conclusion, I synthesise the main findings of the research and I look 

forward to future investigations that beckon as consequences to the discoveries that were 

made during the doctoral investigations.



   

Chapter 1 
Performance-dependence, 
disappearance, archives  

 

In this chapter I start my investigation of repeated re-use 
with the relationship between the text-based instructions 
in the user’s manual and teaching Man with Mirror in 
person through ‘body-to-body transmission’. I establish 
my credentials as an archivist and participant in the 
artist group Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC). 
TLC’s work and expanded cinema are introduced and 
expanded cinema’s issues as a ‘performance-dependent’ 
heritage item are introduced. I discuss literature about 
archiving live performance. I examine particular 
qualities of re-enactment as it pertains to record-keeping 
and expanded cinema.  
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Body-to-body transmission 

The investigation of repeated re-use of ephemeral heritage items documented in this 

thesis begins with artist Laura Hindmarsh trying out a user’s manual to re-enact the artwork 

Man with Mirror (Guy Sherwin 1976). Rather than just leaving Laura to stumble through the 

user’s manual alone, Laura worked with assistance from the manual’s authors, the artist 

group Teaching and Learning Cinema (comprising Lucas Ihlein and me) who produced the 

manual based on our own re-enactment experience. I took this opportunity to describe, 

analyse and evaluate Laura’s process as the first set of data in this investigation of repeated 

re-use of this particular heritage item. 

Why was Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC) teaching Laura in person? This 

brings us to an important opening contention: recordings (text, video and other forms of 

documentation that usually constitute what is kept in archives and collections) are not 

sufficient to ensure the survival of ephemeral, performance-dependent works such as Man 

with Mirror.  

Back in 2009, TLC found that tuition from Guy was crucial to that first re-enactment 

of Man with Mirror, the work that became TLC’s (Wo)Man with Mirror (2009–). Extra to the 

instructions diligently set down as text and illustrations in the user’s manual, Laura relied 

upon information conveyed in-person in real time from TLC. In order for this particular type 

of heritage-item to maintain its meanings and affects through historical time, a person who 

had performed and thereby experienced a version of it needed to pass on aspects of that 

experience to the next enactor, aspects that cannot be comprehensively recorded and 

transferred textually or diagrammatically. And most significantly, the ‘heritage-keepers’ 

needed to pass on the information in a performative, body-to-body manner in real time and 

real space.  

From our experience with Guy, TLC discovered that this batch of ‘embodied data’ 

generated through body-to-body transmission is something complementary to the written 

data and metadata that the user’s manual preserves and communicates. Laura’s work 

illustrates that both materials from the archive and the assistance of people with special 

knowledge are needed to successfully communicate an experience of the artefacts that remain 

for a work like Man with Mirror. I will consider this important observation from several 

different angles at several times throughout this thesis. 
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Let me now paint you a word picture of body-to-body transmission at work. 

In 2008 in Brisbane, Lucas Ihlein and I, as TLC, visited British artist Guy Sherwin. In 

a short tutorial, Guy demonstrated how he performs part of his work Man with Mirror. Over 

the course of the afternoon, TLC worked with Guy as he set up for that evening’s 

performance. 

Over the course of 2009, TLC progressed slowly on making Guy’s work ourselves. 

As we went along, we kept notes in a blog (see for example Ihlein 2009). As the date for the 

exhibition drew near, we amassed these notes into a ‘user’s manual’, intended not only to 

document our decisions so they would be to hand when we performed the work, but also to 

tell audiences about Guy’s work and its wider context and to give others the opportunity to 

try their hand at re-enacting Man with Mirror themselves. The user’s manual also charted the 

performances or ‘life’ of the work since 1976 as a timeline. 

Fast forward now to 2016. In suburban Canberra, Lucas and I are working with artist 

Laura Hindmarsh, as she tries out the user’s manual. The manual is titled (Wo)Man with 

Mirror A User’s Manual, after Teaching and Learning Cinema’s 2009 re-enactment. Using 

the manual with Laura takes place in three stages. The first stage is to amass the resources 

needed for her to make the work. This involves buying a mirror, painting its reverse white, 

buying film stock and organising a cinematographer friend, Peter Humble, to assist with 

filming Laura’s super 8 film. The second stage is to go slowly through how the piece works – 

the choreography with the mirror is performed and filmed outdoors. This film is then 

projected while the performer repeats the choreography. The mirror is used to map the film to 

the live performance. The projection is set up to match the live mirror size and position. At 

intervals through the performance, the live mirror and the projected mirror map exactly. To 

examine how this works, we watch video documentation both of Guy performing and of 

performances by Lucas, me, my mother, Valerie, and Lucas’ father, Owen. Making films 

with Valerie and Owen was part of an experiment in which TLC would age towards our 

parents, a reverse of the gap that has emerged between Guy, now aged around 70, performing 

with his film self, aged 28. By comparing these different performances with Laura, we start 

to see what properties work best in the performance. We are all very focused in this watching 

session. Content that we have enough information about the choreography, we then move 

outdoors to look for the location where the filming should take place. We need some shadow 

falling on the mirror and we want to capture the hills and bushland we can see in the distance, 
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a Canberra response to Guy’s footage shot on Hampstead Heath in London in the mid 1970s. 

Lucas then talks Laura through the movements. As Laura goes through the choreography, we 

videotape it. We come back the next morning to shoot Laura’s ‘hero’ footage (I use ‘hero’ to 

denote this important footage Laura will use for her future performances) on super 8 mm film 

rather than videotape. There is some cloud cover and it seems we will not get the desired 

shadow. The sun emerges just enough and we shoot the film with Lucas calling out the 

moves to Laura.  

We return some weeks later with the film. Our task now is to put the film together 

with the choreography as a performance. It quickly emerges that the user’s manual 

instructions for this task tell us little or nothing about the task of super 8 film projection and 

we must fall back on our experience to achieve this. We refer to the user’s manual barely at 

all during this process. As it gets on to dusk, we videotape a performance in the location 

where the film was shot. It is very windy and wild and we are too late – the landscape is lost 

to the camera which sees only black rather than the twilight over the eucalypts that our eyes 

see. 

The next day we come together for a debrief. It emerges that Laura would like to try a 

16mm version. This deviates significantly from Guy’s and TLC’s which were both shot on 

super 8. Because of other film work Laura and I have been doing, the resources needed are on 

hand. It takes some time to work out the logistics as the shoot requires wind-up 16mm 

cameras that shoot only 25 seconds at a time. This means Lucas and I must work in tandem – 

as one person winds, the other shoots and we must synchronise exactly. Lucas will now be 

too busy winding and shooting his camera to call out the instructions for Laura. Lucas makes 

a voice recording on his phone (a podcast) that Laura plays aloud while she performs for the 

shoot. There is a lot of repressed laughing during this shoot as the experience for Lucas and 

me frantically winding between shots feels slapstick. 

Laura takes this film back to London with her. She processes it by hand in her 

Hackney darkroom. She opts to set it aside in favour of the super 8. In late 2016, she 

performs with this in London with a new ‘podcast’ made timed to a mis-timed video copy of 

her super 8 – the film which was transferred to video at the wrong speed, 24 frames per 

second instead of 18. Immediately before the screening, she discovered the mistiming 

between her podcast and the super 8 footage she would use in the performance.  
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There is much more to tell in this story. But for the purposes of this opening chapter, 

we will leave Laura at this instalment.  

 

Foreshadowing the research findings; outlining the arc of this chapter 

As I indicated in the Foreword, the arc of the thesis commences with a discussion of 

the problem of how to keep and access heritage that has special characteristics, characteristics 

that mean the heritage item must be performed because its richness lies in the personal 

experience of that performance. Broadly, the thesis moves from definitions relevant to that 

problem, to data that looks at what bodies actually do, and what information, or embodied 

knowledge, they contribute in a process of using instructions to recreate someone else’s art. It 

then looks in depth at the re-enactment process and finally it looks in depth at the document 

that generates all this, the user’s manual, in a bid to determine if the manual holds a 

significant amount of Man with Mirror’s ‘DNA’. 

Throughout the duration of my doctoral research, the insight has emerged that the 

manual records a tale of TLC’s use. That process gives the manual authority along with its 

effort to record the experience of re-enacting Guy’s work in a faithful and rigorous way. 

Laura’s additions add ‘growth rings’ to that tale but do not overwrite it. This tale-telling 

process helps build an authentic picture of the complex situation of Guy’s artwork. 

Enhancing our understanding of a polyvalent model of a heritage item that gathers multiple 

stories as it evolves, thereby strengthening it through time: this is the key contribution of this 

thesis.   

Ideas and sources in this chapter are wide-ranging so I take time here to briefly 

introduce them. The chapter investigates in detail the intricacies of heritage-practice with 

regard to my analyses of the nuanced case-study from my fieldwork on Man with Mirror 

(1976–) and TLC’s re-enactment of that work titled (Wo)Man with Mirror (2009–).  

I start by explaining the notion of ‘performance-dependent heritage’ and how it is 

prone to disappearance, in part because the usual institutional preservation strategies are a 

poor fit for this kind of heritage. I provide some context for Man with Mirror.  
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I then explore performance theory about archiving live performance. When live 

bodies are involved, performance scholars have thought about the problem of disappearance 

for archives in depth. This sheds light on the situation of works like Man with Mirror. 

Effective archiving to avoid the disappearance of live art means different things to different 

users – for some it is sufficient to consult video documentation and a file of papers that may 

include photographs, flyers promoting performances, reviews and preparatory notes by the 

artists involved. For others, reading books and publications from researchers meets their 

need. It means something quite specific in TLC’s work. While TLC began re-enactments 

using just those kinds of resources, their limitations inspired TLC’s effort to record our 

experience with Man with Mirror in a user’s manual. I turn to performance theory to think 

through what kind of use is wanted from (and for) Man with Mirror. For TLC, to say it 

simply, we need enough remains to support a comprehensive re-enactment that is in good 

faith with the original conception of the work.  

Next, drawing on my life-experience as an archivist, I look briefly at how an archivist 

would typically approach the problem of keeping Man with Mirror. This discussion covers 

how archivists and artists view records. It sets down the importance of context to archivists 

and archivists’ expectation that the records can to some degree ‘stand in’ for the work they 

were once part of.  

I then move on to a discussion of archivists’ concerns about loss and uncertainty, in 

part because archivists cannot be certain what will be valuable in the future. The further 

ahead we look, the less certain archivists can be about what will be valuable, and the uses to 

which archives might be put, particularly during a period of environmental, social, and 

political change. Archivists’ processes aim for even-handed attention to the materials in their 

care but in reality, pressures emerge and priorities are set – limitations to this even-

handedness emerge.  

 I move on to examine tacit knowledge through the work of philosopher of science 

Michael Polanyi who wrote about situations where we know more than we can tell.  I ask, 

how is this germane to archival practice, especially to the archiving of things performed in 

real-time and prone always to disappearance? What do I mean here by archiving? Is the goal 

to archive specific aspects of Guy’s performances, which will necessarily be partial? Through 

re-enactment and the manual, TLC is clear the goal is future experience of Man with Mirror.  
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Successful archiving means future audiences are afforded an experience in the flesh of Man 

with Mirror. 

It will emerge that archiving the ‘code’ that allows the performance to come to life 

again in the future is the goal. But that code cannot be fixed in place. To retain the liveliness 

that makes it valuable in the first place, it must stay flexible enough to respond to the 

different situations it will encounter in an unforeseen future. The challenge is to achieve that 

and have it still recognisable as itself.  

Thus I will establish that in re-enacting Man with Mirror, it is the experience of the 

work that warrants exploring, preserving and transmitting to other present and future citizens, 

rather than the material artefacts that may exist for and of it. And crucially, I confront the fact 

that this experience is immaterial. This brings me to an examination of key critiques and 

theories of embodied knowledge. I conclude the chapter with a summation of the key insights 

that have been generated. 

 

Performance-dependent heritage, technological performance and disappearance  

Here is my starting point: there are things of cultural significance that rely on both 

technological performance or mediated delivery and live performance by bodies. 

My background in archives and obsolete media 

My professional life takes place in two arenas in which things are prone to 

disappearance. In the archives field, my work is devoted to protecting and keeping things, 

securing digital records to become future archives and preserving the most ephemeral of 

physical formats, archives made on film and video. My creative practice includes re-enacting 

expanded cinema in Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC) as I have discussed. This grows 

out of my individual practice concerned with ephemeral and obsolete experimental film, 

making performances from hand-made and hand-processed celluloid film using obsolete 

equipment, the whole event intentionally on the cusp of disappearance.  

What connects my experience in these two fields is technological performance. By 

this I mean that the software must run on the computer to access a digital record and the film 

must run through a projector to play the footage, to make the ‘cultural event’ that is the real 
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object of the exercise. Technology needs to perform so I can access the file or watch the film. 

In my art practice, I add live performance to the worries that technological performance 

brings as I project my films using intrinsically fallible obsolete technology to perform them 

before audiences, as TLC does when performing Guy’s Man with Mirror on the 1960s home 

movie format of 8 mm film.  Deploying old and unreliable technology creates a ‘dramatic’ 

situation in which my presence as a performer, communing with and being scrutinised by a 

‘public’, is crucial. 

A perfect storm of vulnerability thus emerges in my work re-enacting expanded 

cinema. There is old technology and there are performing bodies. In addition, there are the 

rules and rigours of re-enacting another artist’s work, rules and rigours that are not routinely 

set down or recorded. 

Reflecting on my artistic practice as a set of experiences – involving archives that rely 

on technological performance, experimental film that relies on both obsolete technological 

performance and live performance, and re-enacting live art from a previous generation – 

leads me to understand fresh or overlooked nuances in ‘performance-dependent heritage’, in 

the keeping of things from the past that must be performed for us to experience them. My 

work with TLC generates fresh understanding of these issues. Therefore, I will now present a 

more detailed account of TLC’s interests, research questions and methods.  

Teaching and Learning Cinema and expanded cinema re-enactments 

For over a decade I have been collaborating as Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC) 

with artist Lucas Ihlein. We began in Sydney around 2005, re-enacting works of expanded 

cinema. Views differ about how expanded cinema should be defined. Art historian Andrew 

Uroskie usefully discussed it as works that explore the ‘situation’ of cinema (Uroskie 2014, 

4). TLC included a description in the user’s manual that drew on text Lucas and I wrote for a 

film archives conference in 2004 and my previous research (Curham 2004):  

Between 1966 and 1976, some independent filmmakers began to make works 
which questioned the mechanics of cinema. Expanded Cinema went beyond mere 
projection. Artists employed physical interventions in the cinema space, such as 
flashing light bulbs which illuminated the whole room, clouds of smoke which lit 
up the cone of light from the projector and even the creation of mini-cinemas 
where the sense of touch, rather than sight, was utilised. (Curham and Ihlein 
2004)  



Chapter 1 Performance-dependence, disappearance, archives 

 

 

9 

Two examples (fleetingly referred to in the manual) help flesh out our understanding 

of expanded cinema. In Austrian artist VALIE EXPORT’S Tapp and Und Tastkino (1968), 

‘EXPORT strapped a box over her naked chest with a small cinema style curtain hiding an 

opening at the front. EXPORT stood in the street and [her collaborator] Peter Weibel asked 

passers-by to have a feel of her breasts. This little movie theatre allowed passers-by to touch 

but not look at her breasts – inverting the usual order in the cinema of looking but not 

touching’ (Martinis Roe 2010, 52). 

Castle 1 by Malcolm Le Grice is the second example in the manual. The film uses 

nondescript black and white television documentary footage, repeated, re-filmed and reversed 

through 16mm film printing. The film is intermittently interrupted by the flash of a light bulb 

hung between the audience and the screen, literally drawing the audience’s attention to the 

situation they find themselves in. ‘In the moments when the light bulb was turned on, it not 

only bleached out the projected image but also illuminated the audience, pulling them out of 

the film illusion and back into reality’ (Webber 2016, 9). London Film-Makers’ Co-operative 

luminary David Curtis programmed Castle 1 in 1968: ‘It was much tougher than anything 

else I’d seen, it begged the question, “Is this a film or not?” It was that extreme’ (Webber 

2016, 79). TLC staged Castle 1 in 2013. Here’s a photo when the light bulb obliterated the 

image: 

 

Like Castle 1, Man with Mirror is a classic of London Film-Makers’ Co-op expanded 

cinema. As I said in the Foreword, the Co-op works fired TLC’s curiosity sufficiently to try 

re-enacting a number of them, including Guy’s. 

TLC screening/performance of Castle 1 in Canberra. Photograph by Ihlein and Curham 
2013. 
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Guy explains that ‘there are various threads and various histories of expanded cinema. 

But the one that means most to me of course, is the British tradition …’. He contrasts this 

with American practice that was ‘too sci-fi, visionary, techie’ for his taste with its immersive, 

psychedelic light show emphasis, chronicled in Gene Youngblood’s Expanded Cinema 

(1970). Guy explains his preference and his approach to his work: 

You can see how the work's made, where it's coming from … it’s kind of materialist 
based you could say … the performance and the production are pretty much the same 
thing. So it's not like a magic show … With me … there's always an interest in 
perception, and trying to get to the root of how we see and how we process 
information. So it's got a semi-sort of scientific side to it. Hard nosed exploration of 
what is possible with the materials in this medium. (White 2008, 4) 

Guy emphasises that the expanded cinema that interests him is live and that it focuses 

on the materials. The audience can decode both how the work has been made and how their 

experience of it in performance is produced. Nothing is hidden. All these properties are 

evident in Man with Mirror. We can work out that Guy filmed himself outdoors and then 

repeats those actions indoors during performance, and yet, despite its simplicity, it catches us 

out. 

Works characterised as expanded cinema are still made in a small but vigorous 

international community (Walley 2020, Knowles 2020, Rees et al. 2011) in which Guy still 

participates.  

Some context for expanded cinema 

There is more to say about the impulses of expanded cinema and how Guy’s Man 

with Mirror may shed light on the use of bodies. Why did bodies emerge in the work at that 

time in the 1970s? While it is beyond my purpose in this thesis to attempt an art historical 

analysis of expanded cinema at the London Film Makers’ Co-op, my intention here is to 

provide more context for Man with Mirror.  

To absorb a sense of the culture in which Man with Mirror eventually emerged, it is 

relevant to start in 1966, when the London Film Makers’ Co-op was established, the group in 

which Guy made the work, a decade later.  

London film programmer and filmmaker Duncan Reekie gives a flavour of the culture 

in London as the Film Maker’s Co-op emerged:  
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By the Spring of 1966 the London Counterculture was gearing up for the 
revolution. The mods were rioting at the coast, the radical student movement was 
beginning a cycle of sit-ins and occupations, drug use was becoming a subversive 
political strategy, there was a steady influx of militant draft dodgers from the U.S. 
and liberational movements were coalescing around radical feminism, black 
power, gay liberation, ecology, squatting and the commune movement. Crucially, 
in a nation rigidly stratified by social class, the British Counterculture was 
creating limited and temporary cultural social zones where the hip youth of the 
working class could fraternise with their bourgeois contemporaries. (Reekie 2003, 
205) 

Focusing on experimental film in London in the 1970s, Clayton and Mulvey (2017) 

portray a sense of the culture of the era and the vigour and range of the experimental film 

scene. ‘The buzzword of the early 1970s was ‘liberation … women’s liberation, gay 

liberation and black liberation’, inspired by predominantly American politics. The term 

‘liberation’ meant more than ‘overcoming the literal forms of oppression’. It had a theoretical 

dimension. Liberation involved decoding the ideologies that sustain oppression, ideologies 

expressed in language and images, including film (Clayton and Mulvey 2017, 22). A feature 

of this era was the relationship between ideas and practical action. As we shall see, efforts to 

identify and liberate audiences from oppressive ideologies, like those encoded in the passive 

consumption of narrative film, set the scene for the structural-materialist discourse and 

polemic about representation that emerged at the Co-op. 

Sue Clayton recounts her formative experiences in the 1970s, and explains the scene 

very vividly:  

… while these are the facts of how I spent the 1970s, I struggle to convey the 
ethos of that decade. It transformed me, and many like me, from a fairly 
conservative young woman with still limited work options, into an artist and 
activist … In the 1970s, every night of the week brought a meeting − for activist 
campaigns, reading groups, screenings, Co-op courses, demos ... (Clayton and 
Mulvey 2017, 54) 

 

Critical impulses of expanded cinema 

Over a decade ago, I summarised the critical impulses of expanded cinema in my 

MFA thesis (Curham 2004), using the work of expanded cinema artist Peter Weibel (Curham 

2004, 14). The source for Weibel’s definition is the French film scholar Dominique Noguez 
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(Klotz 1997, 11). Although Noguez is largely absent from expanded cinema scholarship in 

English, his definition is comprehensive, if utilitarian. 

For Noguez, the critical impulses of expanded cinema were to extend the screen, 

make immersive spaces, integrate film with other recorded media, use cinema 

performatively, make direct contact with the audience and investigate the process of cinema – 

explore the elements of cinema so that the work becomes the elements themselves (Klotz 

1997, 11; Noguez 1979, 152-173). 

Since 2004 there has been a spate of books that discuss expanded cinema (Walley 

(2020), Knowles (2020), Curtis (2020), Smith and Hamlyn (2018), Webber (2016), Sutton 

(2015), Elwes (2015), Uroskie (2014), Rees et al. (2011)), each explaining, and thereby 

defining it in slightly different ways.  

Common to the interpretations and definitions of these scholars is the distinction Guy 

makes that there are two expanded cinemas. On one hand is utopian new technology, which 

Guy described as ‘sci-fi, visionary, techie’. On the other hand is the materialist focus, which 

Guy described as a ‘hard nosed exploration of what is possible with the materials in this 

medium’ (White 2008, 4). Film scholar Jonathan Walley argues the two expanded cinemas 

belong to different waves of practice (Walley 2020, 15-6). Guy’s work aligns with work that 

comes slightly later, that talked directly to the conditions of cinema, both the physical 

materials and the situation, grounded in avant-garde film (Walley 2020, 16; 70). Framing 

expanded cinema as work that investigates the physical material and situation connects it 

with material film and structural film. British film curator and scholar Mark Webber gave an 

efficient summary of the characteristics of structural film as the ‘physical film strip, its 

immaterial projected image and the effect it had on the viewer’. Drawing a distinction 

between American and British structural film, Webber emphasises the material dimension to 

the British films, ‘the physical film material is always right there … an equal part of the 

content’ (Webber 2016, 11).  

Filmmaking that focused on the physical film strip, along with the situation and 

experience of the screening, became associated with the London Film Makers’ Co-op, the 

community in which Guy produced Man with Mirror. The Co-op environment was vibrant – 

films were made and screened amid a culture of writing and discussion. Involved from the 
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early days of the Co-op workshop, film maker and scholar Mike Leggett3 provides a neat 

summary:  

Established in 1967 to distribute the emerging underground cinema of the time, in 
1969 it expanded into becoming a co-operative workshop, probably the first run 
by visual artists, to control every aspect of film production, from shooting, 
processing, editing and printing film, its exhibition and distribution. It embraced 
the technology of film in its totality … It was a process, more recently … 
recognised in the academy as practice-based research, where film-making, 
reflection, peer-group evaluation and theoretical discourse were conducted within 
collective and individual frameworks. (Leggett 2005) 

Mike mentions the workshop, crucial to the filmmakers involved in the Co-op and a 

point of difference with other film co-ops. Others like the New York Film Makers’ Co-op (an 

inspiration for the London one) were limited to screening and distributing films. Mark 

Webber explains, ‘it was the workshop that gave the Co-op films their distinctive look … 

many of the works were process based, with ideas … followed through with no concern for 

tidy presentation’ (Webber 2016, 11).  

Access to the whole process of film production shaped the work Guy and colleagues 

produced. Rather than commissioning film prints from a film laboratory run to stringent industry 

standards, the Co-op artists were able to literally get their hands on the printer and the processing 

baths. Some made work from scratch using just the film strip and the film printer. Crucially, this 

inquiry into the materials of image production and what made it onto the film strip extended to the 

projection situation. Material experiments were applied not just to the film strip but to the whole 

experience. These artists were thinking about the audience’s reception and experience of the whole 

situation.  

A feature of the Co-op was the writing and theorising that went with it. Film curator 

Kathryn Siegel examines this, noting that some voices dominated the writing of the early 

1970s (Webber 2016, 16). Their emphasis was on the material film investigation enabled by 

the facilities at the Co-op and the authors’ politics, chiming with American film criticism that 

identified a structuralist tendency (Sitney 1969).  

 

3 In 2007 Teaching and Learning Cinema organised a screening of Mike Leggett’s work at Australian Centre for 
Photography titled ‘Mike Leggett: expanded screen, performed film, structural film 1970-1981’. See 
http://teachingandlearningcinema.org/2007/04/14/the-films-of-mike-leggett/ 
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Malcolm Le Grice, who made the expanded cinema work Castle 1 that I referred to 

earlier, set up the workshop at the Co-op (Webber 2016, 104). Along with making expanded 

cinema and films, Le Grice was a key polemicist and publicist for the ideas of Co-op. Siegel 

notes that writing by Le Grice and Peter Gidal came to be seen as definitive of the concerns 

of work being undertaken at the Co-op at the time’ (Webber 2016, 16).  

It is important to note efforts to broaden the story of the Co-op to account for work 

beyond this structural materialist focus (Curtis 2020; Gaal-Holmes 2015). The breadth of 

practice is also reflected in Mark Webber’s landmark and recuperative Shoot Shoot Shoot 

program of 2002 on the work of the first decade of the Co-op. Only one of the eight programs 

bore the title ‘Structural/Materialist’ (Webber 2016, 270). Yet for Guy that ‘hard nosed’ 

structural-materialist approach was significant (White 2008, 4). ‘Real TIME/SPACE’, a 1972 

article by Le Grice, gives a flavour of the thinking that Guy was absorbing. Le Grice traced 

an increasing concern in recent avant-garde film ‘with the problem of “actuality” ’ (Le Grice 

[1972] 2001, 155). Rather than a passive position for the audience, like that in commercial 

film, he argues for films that take account of the projection event as the key reality for the 

audience. Le Grice writes, ‘I have given a great deal of thought to the kind of condition, role 

and behaviour which is available to the audience … I have considered the situation of the 

audience politically and ethically, and have reacted strongly against the passive, subjectivity 

… which is the normal situation for the audience of the commercial film’ (155-156). He 

enthuses about the potential for the camera to match time and space, standing as a ‘credible 

equivalent for the events before and in the camera – the processes and actual state of affairs at 

all stages are made fairly clear in a matter-of-fact way’ (157; italics in the original).  

The important points in Le Grice’s ideas for Guy and Man with Mirror was a focus on 

an active audience and an emphasis on showing the actual state of affairs. Man with Mirror 

shares the actual state of affairs with the audience by its use of simple means in which 

nothing is hidden. The audience become active participants; for example, when the mirror 

faces them, they literally see themselves within the performance. Along with these 

congruities with Le Grice’s ideas and this political emphasis at the Co-op, Man with Mirror 

also points to practice beyond Le Grice’s materialist politics. The super 8 film in Man with 

Mirror features an image of Guy in dappled sunlight beneath trees, a straight representational 

image, bearing no signs of Le Grice’s material emphasis. I noted the effort in recent 

scholarship to set the record straight that the structural materialist films were only part of the 
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Co-op story (Gaal-Holmes 2015, Curtis 2020). Gaal-Holmes describes how British films of 

the 1970s, and those at the Co-op, included work that used the photographic image for its 

narrative and symbolic power, but this has been overshadowed by the writing and discourse 

that celebrated structural materialism (Gaal-Holmes 2015, 1). Walley positions Man with 

Mirror as a work that straddles a shift in practice towards representation as the materialist 

impulses waned later in the 1970s. The materialist tendencies are present in the ‘formal 

actions’ Guy performs and in the projection situation but the representational image of Guy is 

an equal part of the content (Walley 2020, 183).   

Le Grice, Gaal-Holmes and Walley provide ways to think about Man with Mirror 

within the context of the Co-op and its politics. But it can also be interpreted through Guy’s 

practice. Australian film artist and scholar Dirk De Bruyn identifies perception as a theme in 

Guy’s work and he quotes Guy that his work moves between ‘material simplicity/perceptual 

complexity. The fascination is in seeing and knowing how something is made, but being 

surprised by how it appears’ (Sherwin 2007, 17 quoted in De Bruyn 2018, 48). De Bruyn 

positions Man with Mirror as a superior example from Guy’s work.  

What emerged as an orthodoxy at the Co-op about structural materialist film produced 

a blind spot, and that was about bodies. As I explained earlier, Le Grice advocated in his 

article ‘Real TIME/SPACE’ for work that made clear ‘the actual state of affairs’ (Le Grice 

[1972] 2001, 157) but bodies are not included in that remit. Yet bodies were an integral part 

of the Co-op experience, from lounging on the floor in the audience (Curtis 2020, 22) to the 

informal projection arrangements that meant the projectionist was close to hand if not in the 

room. Bodies were needed to execute some expanded cinema performances like Castle 1 

required the presence of Le Grice or a stand-in to operate the light bulb (Webber 2016, 9). 

Knowles emphasises the Filmaktion group within the Co-op as early proponents of expanded 

cinema. Including Gill Eatherley, Annabel Nicolson, William Raban and Malcolm Le Grice, 

these artists spent a week together in Liverpool giving a series of performances under the 

banner Filmaktion. The body featured in several of these works, for example Horror Film 1 

(Malcolm Le Grice 1971), 2’45” (William Raban, 1972) and Reel Time (Annabel Nicolson, 

1973). Knowles explains that along with the projectors, the film, the audience and the room, 

in expanded cinema, bodies also participated as another component. All the elements, 

including bodies, were part of expanded cinema’s work to re-think the traditional 

understandings of film, cinema and projection (Knowles 2020, 207). Bodies were 



Chapter 1 Performance-dependence, disappearance, archives 

 

 

16 

incorporated as the work demanded, implicit within the work, but incidental. Experimental 

film scholar Michael O’Pray explains that the situation was different for women. He gives the 

examples of Nicolson’s Reel Time (1973), a work using both the image and mechanics of a 

sewing machine, foregrounding gender by deploying imagery associated with women 

(O’Pray 2002). Media scholar Matthew Noel-Tod succinctly notes that the anti-representation 

polemic of structural-materialist films was a problem for those for whom representation, 

(more pertinently, lack of representation) mattered (2016). Gender emerged as an issue for 

the Co-op artists. David Curtis baldly states that the early Co-op was a predominantly male 

affair (Curtis 2020, 144). Later in the 1970s, key women filmmakers split from the Co-op 

over the representation of women in a landmark film exhibition (Gaal-Holmes 2015, 18-19). 

As Gaal-Holmes writes, for these women it was a ‘decision not taken lightly as it had 

generally been a supportive environment for women filmmakers’ (2015, 160), but it is clear 

that, for Lis Rhodes and Annabel Nicolson, a political statement had to be made.  

Walley explained that Man with Mirror goes beyond the structural materialist 

concerns. The image and its cultural resonances are a strong part of the audience’s experience 

and these evolve. As Guy has grown older, in performance ‘the difference in age between the 

old and the new becomes instantly palpable’, a difference not present in 1976 (De Bruyn 

2018, 50). Audience reaction to TLC and Laura’s performances indicate Man with Mirror 

takes on new resonances in re-enactment. After TLC performances, audiences comment on 

the image of a male and female performing together, standing opposite each other. While 

Laura reported no direct commentary, she was acutely aware of the cultural weight of the Co-

op and its history when she performed the work in London to audiences familiar with this 

history, many of whom make work that continues impulses of the Co-op. Also resonant is her 

performing the work as a woman, discussed in Chapter 3. 

Armed with an understanding of the political climate of the Co-op and a sense of the 

way audiences receive Man with Mirror, I now turn to the screening environment, and the 

ways in which it was conducive to expanded cinema. This requires an understanding of the 

mix-all-the-arts environment of the Co-op in its initial years. 

Culture of London around the Co-op 

In Chapter 4, I discuss Fluxus. While the picture Reekie (2003) and Clayton and 

Mulvey (2017) paint gives no sense of Fluxus in the London environment, the do-it-yourself 
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zeitgeist of participation was a substrate of what animated the scene that resulted in .4 Fluxus 

itself had a peripheral presence at the Co-op,5 but that spirit of participation permeated the 

early Co-op. One artist recollects attending Co-op meetings, ‘one of the things that struck me 

was how easy it was to be part of the structure … anyone could take part’ (Webber 2016, 89). 

Co-op insider David Curtis (film projectionist and programmer for the early Co-op) reports 

his recollections on the scene around the Co-op, the Arts Labs at Drury Lane and Roberts 

Street the Co-op was part of up to 1970. The picture is one of intense activity in a mixed arts 

environment (Curtis 2020, 26).  

It took a couple of years for the workshop to emerge as part of the Co-op and by then 

it was on to its second premises at the Roberts Street Arts Lab (Webber 2016, 103). Along 

with the Co-op and the cinema were theatre, music, poetry, exhibitions. David Curtis writes:  

Visitors were often astonished by the rapid turnover of events. There might be 
three different performances in the theatre during one evening … gallery 
exhibitions changed weekly or at most fortnightly … there were two cinema 
programmes each evening and additional late-night programmes at week-ends, 
with few repeated more than twice. (Curtis 2020, 23) 

Guy became involved with the Co-op after it moved out of the Arts Labs but that 

cross disciplinary, performative environment and informal screening conditions continued at 

the next premises at the Dairy (Webber 2016, 130), contributing to a mixture in which 

expanded cinema made sense.  

In a 2011 artist’s talk, Guy notes that the Co-op was shaped by the possibilities and 

restrictions of the buildings the group occupied (Sherwin 2011, 10 mins). Film curators Mark 

Webber and David Curtis, in different ways both deeply embedded in the history of the Co-

op,6 note that the physical spaces called for unorthodox projection and seating that 

immediately brought the potential of expanded cinema with it (Webber 2016, 12; 255). Curtis 

describes it as a lie down, shoes off affair at Drury Lane, and the projection space and 

arrangement immediately suggested double projection (Curtis 2020, 22-23). Mark Webber 

describes the screening space in the various Co-op premises as being always an informal 

 

4 David Curtis notes Yoko Ono was about in London, but aloof from the Arts Lab scene (Curtis 2020, 61). 
5 David Curtis recounts a Fluxus event and screening organised by Carla Liss (Curtis 2020, 118). Liss handled distribution 
for the Co-op when they took delivery of the American Underground and other US films (Gaal-Holmes 2015, 52).   
6 Webber through his work curating the landmark Shoot Shoot Shoot progam of 2002 and Curtis for his key involvement in 
the Co-op and as a key figure in the evolution of the British Artists Film and Video Study Collection.  
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space, never a purpose-built cinema (Webber 2016, 12). Malcolm Le Grice describes the 

impact of the space at Drury Lane: ‘if that Arts Lab hadn’t had a screening wall which was 

the full width of the end of the room, I doubt I would have made double-projection films … I 

made them because there was a kind of context there, where there was a chance that I’d 

screen them, and people would come to look at them’ (Webber 2016, 158). The immediacy 

of the audience made performance an obvious part of the screening situation. 

 Another factor was that space was available in London. Lucy Reynolds has set out 

how the terrains vagues of post-war London meant decrepit spaces made an artist initiative 

like the Co-op possible. Annabel Nicolson comments on this specifically ‘everywhere the 

Co-op had been ... had been semi-derelict ... I think the fact that it was so derelict gave us 

total freedom because no one actually cared about what we did’ (Webber 2016, 125).  

I want to cement some key points here: expanded cinema at the Co-op had its own 

flavour as a result of the discourse amongst the filmmakers and the scene that surrounded it. 

Seizing the means of production and a discourse about jolting audiences out of narrative 

consumption informed Co-op work including expanded cinema. Bodies came into the 

structural/materialist picture through expanded cinema. The physical conditions of the 

different premises the Co-op occupied were significant for expanded cinema.  

We can now turn again to expanded cinema as artworks. There are archives of these 

works – photographs, sporadic moving image documentation, programs and program notes 

and some descriptions of works in books and journals, and preservation components in a film 

museum in the case of Man with Mirror. But as artworks, they are largely uncollected. The 

materials they consist of and the method to perform them rests in most cases with the artists 

who made them. Continued access to them requires either that we are content with the 

archives of them or that we experience a performance by that artist.  

And for TLC in Australia, the works that interested us in particular were performed 

here rarely if at all. We were compelled to try them out through re-enactment because, for us, 

expanded cinema is work intended to be experienced: ‘re-enactment, as a creative practice, 

can be a way of ‘reaching through to the object’ which sheds new light on the artwork and its 

cultural-technological context’ (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 24). Film artist and scholar Dirk De 

Bruyn confirms a complete experience of Man with Mirror involves witnessing a 

performance: ‘the experience of Sherwin’s performance is not available in any YouTube or 
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Vimeo recordings of the event–although the simultaneous “oh-ah” trace of the impact on its 

audience is palpable on such recordings’ (De Bruyn 2018, 50). 

Access to expanded cinema in the way we think of access to objects or materials in 

collections is not the same as experiencing these works. To access them completely, TLC 

recognised that experiencing them was essential. TLC found this practice did two things – it 

did something to preserve the original artwork, and it is generative of something new, 

uncovering a creatively productive gap between the re-enactment and the original.  

Reflecting on expanded cinema re-enactment experiments by film scholar Jonathan 

Walley, TLC explained what is valuable about this gap: ‘the motivation for carrying out a re-

enactment may begin with a desire to access an “authentic” experience of a past work of 

ephemeral art, but the physical-material practice of actually executing a reenactment can 

prove unpredictably generative of insights that go far beyond the historical’ (Ihlein and 

Curham 2015, 26). I discuss and explain the gap further in Chapters 2 and 3. The key point 

for now is that TLC finds something of particular value in the embodied, live experience. 

 

Live, remaining, disappearing 

TLC’s 2009 re-enactment of Guy’s Man with Mirror is titled (Wo)Man with Mirror. 

It deploys old technology, performing bodies and the rules and rigours of re-enactment. Guy 

made this work to perform it live and he has performed it intermittently but continually since 

1976. As his purpose was to perform it himself, from his own tacit ‘know-how’, he produced 

no written score or rules for the work. 

Present for TLC was the question of how to archive it to ensure it remains rather than 

disappears, informed by our determination to experience it ourselves along with our 

awareness of the preservation issues it faced.  

A discussion about disappearance and body art, performance art and live performance 

has been taking place for more than two decades in performance studies, intertwined with 

scholarship from art history. At stake has been what constitutes ‘live’ in an era dominated by 

media, recasting what is valuable about liveness. We pick up this disappearance discussion 

with Peggy Phelan in 1993. She emphasised that live performance disappears – it takes place, 
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it concludes and it leaves little if anything physically behind it. Phelan argued that this 

immaterial aspect is integral to performance. When a performance is captured in a recording, 

the recording is fundamentally different from the performance (Phelan 1993, 146). Scholars 

interpreted Phelan’s words as suggesting that the recording was not only different but inferior 

to the ephemeral, and therefore exclusive and valuable, moment of live performance. 

Countering both these ideas: that performances leave nothing behind and that a 

recording is somehow inferior to ‘being there’, art historian Amelia Jones pointed out that 

there are indeed many traces (photographs, fliers, audience recollection). And that the act of 

recollecting a performance, even if we were there, takes place through our ‘memory screen’ 

(Jones 1997, 12). Jones reflects on the act of remembering as a mediated encounter of its 

own, not so different from the recorded media of video, photography or written accounts.7  

Again, rebutting Phelan’s idea that an intrinsic property of performance is that it is 

fleeting, that it must by its very nature disappear, is the more recent work of Rebecca 

Schneider. She emphasises that repetition is also an intrinsic feature of performance – there 

are forms of dramatic performance that repeat through scripts and performances of everyday 

life that are repeated through gesture (Schneider 2001). Schneider discusses these 

performances as composed ‘in code’, (Schneider 2011, 49) and through repetition, these 

compositions remain. Amplifying an aspect of Schneider’s argument, performance studies 

scholar Diana Taylor emphasises a binary relationship between the archive and performance. 

In addition to text-based and recorded documents that Amelia Jones finds useful in the 

archives for past performances, Taylor describes how cultural repetition or ‘repertoire’ is 

another way to ensure the persistence of material that evades documentation and therefore, 

the archive (Taylor 2003, 19). Taylor defines the repertoire as ‘something that cannot be 

housed or contained in the archive’ (Taylor 2003, 37). Schneider’s later work critiqued this 

binary Taylor set up between recordings (in text and other media) and repetition through 

cultural performance (Schneider 2011). Schneider identified a more nuanced and intertwined 

relationship between text-based archives and repetition through performance. Her work 

acknowledges that text-based and recorded archives often stand in for, and displace, other 

 

7 Jones’ contribution on this point is extensive. For example, she reiterates it slightly differently in Jones 2011, 33. 
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means of repetition, other performances. (Schneider’s nuanced engagement with history and 

performance has continued and we will explore these nuances in later chapters.)  

This disappearance scholarship helps position TLC’s re-enactment artwork (Wo)Man 

with Mirror as a performance object, alongside other kinds of performances.  

TLC seeks contact with Man with Mirror that usual archives can’t deliver 

In the case of expanded cinema, the artists TLC has worked with continue to perform 

the works that they originally made some time ago. However, the artists are growing older. 

As with other expanded cinema works, there are traces in the form of photographs, program 

notes, moving image documentation and for some works, film components in archives, both 

collections and online. These traces are ways to make contact with the work, contact that can 

be as valid and useful as live experience, as Amelia Jones has shown us. 

Yet TLC’s goal was to do more than just make contact with the work, it was to 

experience it. TLC has learnt that insight comes when we run the rules and rigours of the 

work through our enacting bodies; and in this process we usually find out that we must 

diverge from these rules and rigours. TLC has found that the mismatch between the work and 

where we arrive illuminating. (Reasonably, you would expect other scholars have focused on 

this illuminating mismatch but to the best of my knowledge, this is not the case; my 

experience of this mismatch has inspired this research.)  

TLC found that from this mismatch we learn about our techno-cultural context and 

our collaboration, and our understanding of the work deepens. So this means materials are 

needed that afford us the legitimate ability to make the work anew even as we aim for fidelity 

to the originating ideas.  

TLC’s early re-enactment experience showed that the archive as it stands is not 

sufficient to provide us with a score from which to make the work anew (I will work through 

some of these early works towards the end of this discussion). And while, for now, works like 

Man with Mirror remain through the original artist’s continued performance of them, 

performance is restricted to just those artists. So in effect, TLC’s work is adding them to a 

broader cultural repetition. Of course our addition may not outlast us, although as I will 

explain, for TLC’s work on Man with Mirror, we thought quite precisely about how we 



Chapter 1 Performance-dependence, disappearance, archives 

 

 

22 

might pass on what we learnt in the re-enactment process. As I have said, this research 

explores our experience working with another artist to re-enact our re-enactment. 

From this analysis of the preservation problem of performance-dependent heritage 

and the ontological problem of how live performance from the past circulates, it emerges that 

this particular case of TLC re-enactment can tell us something about archives more generally. 

 

What re-enactment may tell us about archives 

It is useful now to work through an archivist’s reading of this situation, useful because 

this offers a sense of why TLC in re-enactment would attempt strict adherence to the rules 

and rigours of the original work as far as we are able to carry that through. It also 

foreshadows two important themes: 1) context; and 2) double vision. These intertwine as they 

deal with how the archivist sees both the record and its metadata. In the world of archives, 

metadata is critical to the record.  

For the archivist, the task is one of preserving traces as evidence of a transaction; 

archivists call these traces ‘records’. There are certain properties records must possess: 

especially authenticity and reliability. Authenticity for a record means that the record is what 

it purports to be, that it has not been changed after it has been made and to prove this requires 

that its chain of custody can be confirmed. Reliability for a record means that what the record 

captures reflects what took place in the trace-making or transaction, that it is an accurate 

account of what took place. Also important for reliability is completeness – that the record 

tells the whole story of the transaction. This very demanding set of properties designates the 

record as a stand-in for a transaction. Therefore, its forensically indexical relationship to that 

transaction is critical.8  

 

8 For a useful introduction to the key concepts of archives, see Encyclopedia of Archival Science Duranti and Franks 2015. 
Relevant to my point is Geoffrey Yeo’s entry Record(s). Yeo begins by noting there is little consensus in the international 
archival community about what constitutes a record. My description is based on the Australian environment – Yeo explains 
Australia’s distinct characteristics – drawing on my experience in local and federal government archives and community 
archives. On authenticity see MacNeil and Mak 2007. For a logical introduction to the purpose of archives see Millar 2010. 
She discusses records (2-11) and addresses why archives are kept (19-20). Millar’s discussion interweaves what makes an 
authentic and reliable record (9). Australian archivist Michael Piggott reviewed Duranti and Franks’ Encyclopedia, claiming 
the collective issues of the journal Archival Science as a more nuanced and internationalist overview (Piggott 2016, 49). 
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My credentials in media art and archives can be visualised as two circles in a Venn 

diagram in which one circle is art and the other is archives. In the space in the Venn diagram 

where the two circles overlap is performance dependency, the property that, for me, links 

them. There are other ways art and archives cross over. In the practice of art, artists do things 

methodically and processually, and those processes result in material traces, records of us 

doing those things, of engaging in those transactions. (For example, think of receipts for 

paints bought by Australian painter Fred Williams that conservators can use to identify exact 

pigments). Some artists make their artworks from the traces of their methodical and 

processual activity. Processes that produce transactions are set up and the residue is used as 

the artwork.9 So there are other ways that art and archives cross over but my focus is on 

performance dependence. 

The work of the archivist is a set of processes. In an ideal situation these processes 

amount to an ecosystem that supports all transactions within an entity and hives off the ones 

that must be kept for the long term in the archive. By this I mean, all the work done in an 

organisation, or in a process, is considered in light of its potential as future archives. All the 

work passes through systems that accommodate the needs of those special cases, the future 

archives.10 Once these special cases – these crucial traces – have been hived off to the 

archive, there the processes of preservation and access must then take place.  

So, to sum up this picture of the record as a forensic index, archivists seeks a 

particular kind of performance from the record – we ask of it that it is what it purports to be 

(this is about its form), that what it tells us is actually the case (this is about its content), and 

that it is not cut short – we ask that it is authentic, reliable and complete. 

To perform these conditions, the record must play against the story of how it came 

into being, the transaction that brought it into existence. The archivist’s task is to attach this 

‘who, what, when, where, why’ to the record. This goes by many names for archivists: 

metadata, administrative history, provenance, arrangement and description. If you pick up an 

archives manual, the tasks of arrangement and description encompass how to stick things on 

 
9 Sven Spieker’s 2008 The Big Archive. Art from Bureaucracy sets out the use of the archive and archival tropes by artists, as 
does Archive Fever – Uses of the Document in Contemporary Art, a book and exhibition (Enwezor 2008). 
10 To return to Geoffrey Yeo again, he explains how international practice varies. This model I describe is based on Frank 
Upward’s concept of the records continuum (Upward 1996) and Yeo explains how this is a core concept in archives in 
Australia. European jurisdictions likewise do not draw a distinction between records and archives in the way those are made 
in the US, for example Yeo in Duranti and Franks 2015, 316. 
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shelves or in digital stores and how to make entries in an archives management system 

equivalent to a catalogue. You will also notice that the underlying task is one of linking the 

record to its active life. Administrative history is the task of understanding the context that 

produced the record – what was that organisation doing at that time? How was it structured? 

Which part of the organisation made this record and what business process was it part of? 11 

As information has become more and more granular, each record of a transaction is 

now a potential primary resource in future, unforeseeable transactions; the ‘who, what, when, 

where, why’ of the moment in which it originated is captured as metadata, data about data. 

And the completeness of this metadata, the completeness of the story about the record 

depends upon many factors, mostly upon the human dimension of the value placed on having 

access to this information in the future. For the archivist, the record needs to be read against 

this context-giving metadata. The archivist asks the user to read both the record itself and the 

record about the record at the same time. Thus, we can say that from the archivist’s point of 

view, every record is performance-dependent. 

New media scholar Adrian Miles has argued that it is flatness that sets the archive 

apart from other kinds of heritage and that this flatness offers a re-combinatory potential, 

making no demands on the user to respect the specific conditions, the context, that brought it 

into existence. However, for the typical archivist, the task is all about asserting those specific 

conditions. Archivists do this by emphasising context, constantly striving to ward off the 

flatness Miles finds useful. For archivists, ‘flat’ archives are orphans, separated from the 

situation that brought them into being. ‘Orphaned’ is a descriptor used in film archives for 

items without provenance, for example home movies with no who, what, when, where, why 

information about their creation. Although archivists strive to bring users this context, as 

Miles explains, users may ignore it, flattening the process of access. So while I described the 

relationship between the record and its backstory as a performance, Miles shows us that users 

may ignore that particular performance potential. The record is optionally performance-

dependent. To refine Miles’s insight, therefore, the offer an archival record makes is the 

 

11 For example see Millar 2010, 146-158. For more on administrative history see Millar 2010, 163. For a comprehensive 
discussion about arrangement and description and the sense making it contributes to archives, see Lemieux 2015, 28-30. 
Lemieux writes in the context of exploring supporting arrangement and description with automation which relies upon a 
very clear understanding of what those tasks entail and what knowledge they generate. For a clear and authoritative 
overview, see ‘archival arrangement’ and ‘archival description’ in Duranti and Franks 2015. There is a rich body of archival 
literature about the complexity of description, see for example Millar 2002 and Yakel 2003. 
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potential to read the record in light of the context shepherded along with it, but there is no 

requirement that this is what the user will do (Miles 2015).  

So this makes the case that for the archivist, context is essential for competent and 

ethical archival practice and the more contextual the information made available to the user, 

the better. However, for the user, context is not intrinsically valuable. Indeed knowing that 

context can be construed as a burden. Once known, the context cannot be unknown. Along 

with it comes the decision about what to do with that knowledge. So the user might say to 

herself, I have accessed this thing from the past but what is relevant for me is something 

other than the time and place that brought it into being and I feel no ethical obligation to pay 

attention to that. For Guy, when Man with Mirror is experienced through a re-enactment such 

as TLC’s, that context is essential. As we shall see, there is an ethical dimension to this 

context that he emphasises.  

The relationship between archives and performance 

It is useful here to turn to Rebecca Schneider’s discussion setting out the structural 

relationship between archives and performance. This holds in place a logic that for archives 

to exist, performance must not remain. Schneider traces a story of the origin of archives first 

as mnemonics for performances, aides memoire ‘in case of the failure of localized 

knowledge’ (Schneider 2011, 100; italics in the original). For Schneider, an excessive (or 

perhaps obsessive) attentiveness to mnemonics can displace the performance altogether, 

thereby disabling ‘local knowledges while simultaneously scripting memory as necessarily 

failed …[such that] the archive becomes a mode of governance against memory’, demanding 

‘that performance disappear in favor of discrete remains – material presented as preserved, 

as non-theatrical, as “authentic”, as “itself”, as somehow non-mimetic’ (Schneider 2011, 100; 

italics in the original).  

To flesh this out with a scenario, consider the example of a landowner in Roman 

times, no longer around to narrate his story of ownership of his property. Where once I would 

narrate my ownership of my land, instead I make a ‘cadastral’ entry into a land holdings 

register (for example, in the Roman era that may have been onto a stone tabula) that goes into 

the archive and the process of making that entry becomes part of my credentials of ownership 

– that I have the authority to make the thing and to put it in the archive. And the possession of 

that thing in the archive (for example, the stone tablet) comes to stand alone, no longer as a 
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mnemonic for a narrative told by me but an object that now has the power the narration once 

had, with no intrinsic moral relationship to me.  

When instead I perform the narration myself, I cannot be separated from my context 

and I am my credentials, framed by the wider social context in which I give my narration.  

To bring this back around to the case in my doctoral research, TLC anticipated that 

the mnemonics that had collected in the archives for Man with Mirror were not sufficient to 

allow Lucas and me to make our re-enactment, to ‘own’ or ‘possess’ the artwork via our 

narrated, internalised understanding of it. This leads back to the source for the mnemonic, 

which meant TLC started work on Man with Mirror by learning in person from Guy Sherwin. 

In short, TLC found that we could not rely entirely on the ‘entry’, we could not wisely let go 

of the ‘telling in person’ of Guy’s artwork from him to us. 

So we have arrived at the following realisations:  

1. there is a preservation problem for performance-dependent heritage; 

2. the ontological problem of how live performance from the past circulates must be 

confronted even if it pushes against the conventional preservation methods of 

archiving; and 

3. re-enactment can tell us something about the archive. 

 

Loss bothers archivists 

Earlier, I sketched theories in performance studies about disappearance. This 

discussion showed it is not clear cut that performance remains or disappears. From TLC’s 

point of view, Man with Mirror is not a straightforward ‘thing’ where deploying the usual 

preservation strategies of making copies and interviewing the artists for some contextual add-

ons is sufficient. We also know that the kind of contact TLC wants to make with the work is 

one that involves bodies; TLC wants our own experience of the artwork. So this means we 

are asking particular things of the work and what it needs to consist of in a future without the 

original artist in Man with Mirror, Guy Sherwin.  

To find out how to avoid Man with Mirror going ‘to the grave’ with Guy (Ihlein 

2005) – disappearing – I must now think about how archivists tend to worry about ‘wearing 
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out’ the thing they are preserving, even when there is evidence that using or activating the 

thing might actually strengthen it or increase its chances of longevity. To recap, the reason 

Man with Mirror may ‘go to the grave’ with Guy is that to produce the poetic doubling that 

seems to be cardinal to the work requires that the same person appears in both the film and 

the live performance; depending upon the preservation of Guy’s film for future performance 

is therefore fraught when he is no longer around. (The question of the poetic doubling as 

cardinal is discussed in detail in Chapter 4.) 

To reprise the preservation concerns I discussed earlier, because of the rate of 

physical decay and obsolescence that attends media like super 8, especially partnered with a 

live performance as it is in Man with Mirror, a sense of urgency in the face of impending loss 

pervades the experience of it. Something profound seems poised to slip away. For the 

archivist, this anxiety about losing the past is palpable. It has correspondences with the kind 

of anxiety a home economist has about waste and the ethically-striving individual has about 

using up unsustainable resources in everyday life.  

For the archivist, the past is a potential resource whose value cannot be definitively 

quantified (even though archivists do try through archival appraisal, more on that later). 

There are parallels in contemporary art – rather than intrinsic value, both art and archives in 

part accrue their value from their circulation in culture and society. What is important for my 

argument is that the value of art and of archives is relative – they are valuable or important to 

someone. In the case of Man with Mirror, TLC invests in re-enacting the work because we 

want to experience it for ourselves. Rather than disinterested procedures for keeping things, 

my interest is in keeping and strengthening the connection between the thing and the 

person who is interested. So to keep things from the past alive, a critical ingredient is the 

attention of the interested people, the people who have something ‘at stake’ with regard to the 

records. The archive provides this attention through archival methodologies in what it hopes 

is an even-handed and ongoing manner. 

Man with Mirror shows that the archivist’s processes are not on their own going to 

ensure we have what we need to be able to re-enact the work, to experience it for ourselves. 

With these contingencies in mind, it is instructive to work through the archivist’s experience 

of how and why things are kept. This discussion shows how particular configurations of 

knowledge emerge by following the outlines of the particular artwork. By carrying out the 
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actions of the work and through this process of actually doing it, through this experience, we 

push in towards deeper knowledge.  

 

How and why archivists keep things 

Archivists strive to apply archival processes consistently and equitably, yet the reality 

is that we cannot be certain what will be carried forward, or what will emerge as important at 

particular moments in the future. Archives scholar Luciana Duranti sets out how the archives 

field has been downgraded from one of judgement by the archivist to one of carrying out the 

manual, where the archivist’s role can be carried out by anyone in possession of the manual 

(Duranti 1989, 9). The effect of this proceduralism is that no single individual is charged with 

care for a particular item, the machinery of the archives is expected to do that. And there are 

advantages to this algorithmic approach – the rules and rigours of the archive do their work. 

Hovering behind this is the moral authority of early twentieth century British archivist Hilary 

Jenkinson and his understanding of the archivist’s task as one of protecting natural 

accumulation (Duranti and Franks 2015, 251-2, Hohmann 2016, Eastwood 2004).12 

Jenkinson emphasised the archivist’s role as the moral defender of the archives tasked with 

managing what remained from the course of business (for example the copy books of letters 

sent, the registers of correspondence received – documents that were produced as business 

affairs were conducted). The archivist was impartial, facilitating the natural accumulation of 

documents made in the course of business, playing no role in selecting or rejecting what was 

kept. As the twentieth century progressed, technology changed and the volume of documents 

grew. By the 1950s, this volume overwhelmed Jenkinson’s dubious position of neutrality. 

Faced with this reality, American archivist Theodore Schellenberg asserted that the selection 

of archives, ‘appraisal’ as archivists call it, was the principal task of the archivist. 

Schellenberg identified that this task involved two sets of values: primary values connected 

with evidence and the law (and what we would now think of as governance); and secondary 

values connected with usefulness for historical research. By the 1980s, the impact of 

postmodern and poststructuralist thinking and critique of the unitary self and the universal, 

 

12 Canadian archivist Terry Cook, who has made a massive contribution to re-framing archives practice towards one of co-
creation with user communities tracks the phases of development of archives practice and theory. He sets out both Jenkinson 
and Schellenberg’s contributions (Cook 2013, 100-101). 
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normative white, heterosexual male began to impact on archivists’ practices, as historians 

sought out sources or read sources pertaining to ‘the Other’. This gave rise to work that 

aimed to flesh out archives with documentation strategies to locate or create traces of those 

who were not the proverbial ‘straight white men’ (Cook 2013, 108).  

In this context Australian Frank Upward did some critical work in conceptualising the 

archival field as a continuum (Upward 1996 and 1997). Upward’s model ‘integrates current 

and historical recordkeeping’ (Upward, McKemmish and Reed 2011). Instead of separating 

out records and sending them to an ‘afterlife’ in the archives, Upward’s continuum 

emphasises the record’s potential as an archival record right from the start. This led to 

appraisal practices in Australia that asked records creators to think very deeply about the way 

their records may resonate in the future. Those appraisal practices also took seriously the 

requirements to document this thinking and the ‘keep or destroy’ decisions made about 

records. This approach to appraisal was utopian in ambition and difficult to implement at 

scale. By the mid 2000s, this process was replaced by one that took engineering future 

archives out of archivists’ hands, returning it to a Jenkinsonian emphasis on the wisdom of 

the records creator. The archivist was positioned as less of an activist in records creation 

instead charged with guiding records creators to focus on records that were ‘useful’ and 

‘important’.13 Buried within this was the message that records creators know their own work 

best and are best placed to identify what is useful and important and to focus their energies on 

keeping them. Implicit in tasking creators with identifying what is useful and important is the 

view that records reflect what entities do and that entities need to know what they do so it is 

in their own best interests to keep these records. Archivist and scholar Terry Eastwood 

analyses Jenkinson’s concept of impartiality. ‘Impartiality is Jenkinson’s word for the 

character of truthfulness archives have because the force of having to conduct affairs causes 

them to speak to the matter at hand, not to posterity’ (Eastwood 2004, 42). Archives are 

truthful because they begin life as documents participating in a particular piece of business, 

with no view to their potential as future archives.  

Behind these ideas is the belief that something can be known about the entity by the 

residue of its actions. To apply a photographic analogy, if we study a photographic negative, 

 

13 Macintosh and Real (2007) discuss implementation of ‘cradle to grave’ records management developed and adopted by 
New South Wales and federal archives authorities, heavily criticised in 2007 by the public service commission (Management 
Advisory Committee 2007), by my reading, for its utopian overreach.  
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inexperienced viewers can make limited sense of it, for example we can recognise the outline 

of a house in a negative image. But as long as the image is negative, we cannot make sense of 

all the information that is potentially available to us. To apply this to records, some features 

of the entity can be discerned from its records but it can never be the full vision of the 

photographic print. The picture we can compose from the records will always be partial (and 

we hope, accurate), a negative outline. 

To return again to our record creating entity, we expect that through the records we 

are going to know something of the organisation. Indeed this is the archivist’s and the 

historian’s contract with the record. Where the records have remained as residue of business 

processes (administrative records), the archivist will try to give the context of what that 

business process was, but the records will not speak for themselves about their importance. 

The process of knowing what the record can tell us is a fumbling, intuitive discovery. There 

are, of course, instances where their urgency and relevance is glaring; think of records 

documenting stolen children in twentieth century Australia where the content has a palpable 

force.14 But the link to what records can tell is usually an intuitive sense, a holistic 

understanding which accrues as experience with the documents ‘thickens’ over time.  

The process of acquiring meaning from records involves a range of registers, a 

process that can be described as one in which we know more than we can tell. Michael 

Polanyi explains ‘knowing more than we can tell’, asserting that there is knowledge that 

resides in our bodies, hidden from us (Polanyi 1966, 4). He explains how tacit knowledge, the 

knowledge we know that we cannot say, comes to us through its transfer from something 

else. One of his key examples is the white cane of a sight-impaired person, whereby the tip of 

the cane is used to transfer data via the hand. The focus is on the tip of the cane and the data 

it reveals, enabled by the tacit knowledge passed between the cane and the hand (Polanyi and 

Prosch 1975, 37; Polanyi 1962, 55). So to link this to the record, if we assign our focus of 

attention to forming knowledge from the record, then the intuitive understanding that the 

record reveals comes to us from a tacit encounter with all that the record can tell. That tacit 

encounter is in relation to all the other records that form an integrated system in the archive. 

We cannot know the thing from the thing itself but we gain some increased knowledge from 

 

14 See for example the review of the National Archives guide to Aboriginal records relating to the Northern Territory, 
Jackson 2007, 105.  
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a transfer of some of the thing’s contextually embedded properties to our senses. This links to 

my discussion of the record, where the record is treated as a material trace that can act as a 

guide toward some knowledge of the larger system that it exists within, as well as the record 

as a stand-in for an event that happened in the past. Because that thing is in the past, I can’t 

touch or be part of it myself but I can consult the record about it. There is a presumption that 

decoding is simple because it is recorded but in fact that transfer of contextually embedded 

properties to our senses is a complex process involving tacit knowledge, of many contextual 

nuances. That record as a stand-in will always have limitations. There will always be a 

mismatch between the event and the record. This accords with TLC’s experience where there 

is a mismatch between Guy in 1976 and TLC in 2009: for example there are two of us in 

suburban Sydney and I identify as female.  

There are two ideas here that must be highlighted: there is a hunch in tacit knowing 

that helps understanding to emerge from the records; records mismatch what they document 

and that mismatch warrants attention in its own right. That mismatch is generative for TLC 

and critical to this investigation.  

Performance studies scholar Peggy Phelan writes about the mismatch in 

representation in her book Unmarked (1993). Much as there is an imperfect match between 

the record and the event it documents, so too there is an imperfect match when TLC re-enacts 

Guy. TLC’s representation is not identical to Guy’s Man with Mirror, nor is Laura’s. TLC’s 

and Laura’s works reveal something about the re-enactors and the specifics of our situations. 

Phelan puts this mismatch into words: ‘representation always shows more than it means’ 

(Phelan 1993, 27), generating understandable meanings and resonances that outreach or do 

not neatly match the intentions of the representer.  

Phelan uses the psychoanalytic theories of French psychiatrist and intellectual Jacques 

Lacan. His theories were influential for feminist scholars like Phelan in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s (Grosz 1990, 189). Phelan argues for a new politics of value (Phelan 1993, 26), 

an alternative to the (still prevailing) model that links visibility to power, and has explicated 

Lacan’s notion of representation. 

A basic understanding of the unconscious in psychoanalytic theory is needed to make 

sense of Lacan: there is a part of human understanding that is beyond our subjective 

conscious experience, invisible to us. Broadly speaking, this is the unconscious. What 
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exceeds our psychological and emotional processing powers is channelled into the 

unconscious. In a 1957 interview, Lacan exclaimed that the unconscious was a radical 

concept, as radical as Copernicus’ argument that the earth revolved around the sun: 

Psychoanalysis … has, in fact, all the subversive and scandalous features that the 
Copernican de-centering had in the cosmic order: the earth … is no longer the 
center of the universe! Well! Psychoanalysis announces that you are no longer the 
centre of yourself, since there is another subject within you, the Unconscious. 
(Chapsal 1957) 

Following Lacan, Phelan explains that seeing is only partial, just as awareness of the 

unconscious is partial. Learning to see is a process of reduction, necessary so we can make 

sense of visual data. We never see all there is (amongst Phelan’s evidence is the Newtonian 

fact that humans are incapable of seeing parts of the light spectrum (Phelan 1993, 14)). In 

Lacan’s model, then, seeing is a form of representation, it is only a portion of the thing 

represented. Thus there is potential for the representation to be different because the sum total 

of what could be represented is always more than what is represented. Phelan argues that in 

the status quo of visual culture, the power lies with the representer who shapes what is seen, 

and in the process, is themselves revealed (26). Thus, what makes it into the representation 

shows up something about the person who makes it, therefore the representation ‘shows more 

than it means’ (27). For me, this property that Phelan identifies – that representation shows 

more than intended, revealing something about the representer – is confirmed in TLC’s 

experience of re-enactment. 

Knowing more than can be said, understanding more than can be seen: Polanyi and 

Phelan point to the heart of the problem I am experiencing with things that can disappear, as 

exemplified in the case of Man with Mirror, where TLC has found the work to consist of 

much that is immaterial and unwritten. Accepting the fallibilities of representation and 

recording, valorising the unsaid and the unseen, as Polanyi and Phelan do, guides me as I 

explore ways to surface the immaterial, the unwritten, the non-verbal. I take such guidance 

without dismissing the archivist’s rules and rigours and methods even as I remain nervous 

that things we care about might disappear.  
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Getting to embodied knowledge 

We have examined loss, value, appraisal, and the record as an outline in negative of 

the actual thing; we have also pondered the notion that we know more than we can say 

through tacit knowledge. I came to tacit knowledge because of its connection with Phelan’s 

idea that with representation, what is generated is often more than the original intention, the 

representation is an imperfect match with the thing it represents. Often we can make sense of 

the excess caused by that mismatch, indeed it can be a source of insight, telling us about 

ourselves as the decoders and/or the author of the representation. 

If we now try to think this through for Man with Mirror, the excess that emerges from 

the rules and the rigours is, for TLC, the site of the new artwork (Wo)Man with Mirror (TLC 

2009–). This is the place where knowledge is gained, where TLC points the audience’s 

attention. Phelan’s and Polanyi’s work form connections with embodied knowledge – Phelan, 

through her attentiveness to immateriality and experiences that exceed representation; and 

Polanyi, through his observation that we know more than we can tell. Their thinking is 

important as I argue that the knowledge gained from (Wo)Man with Mirror is embodied as 

well as written or represented, that we gain it by passing the work through our bodies and that 

it is transmitted to audiences in our performances. Implicit here is the view that audiences are 

able to detect or share some of this experience of our work by having Guy’s earlier piece pass 

through our own bodies. Implicit is that this embodied experience is not only valuable but 

also essential to Guy’s work. If we understand that Lucas and I can represent Guy’s 

intentions for the work, then our specific interest is in this excess, where our participating 

bodies and outlines diverge or fail to align and we can no longer follow the prescribed rules 

and rigours of the piece. 

Literary critic and theorist Katherine Hayles discusses embodiment in her book How 

We Became Posthuman (1999). She characterises the augmented human as fundamentally 

embodied, an intertwining of immaterial processes with material form. Hayles traces how 

cybernetic theory vigorously (and problematically) affirmed a split between the mind and the 

body. She outlines how this arose from one interpretation of cybernetics in which information 

could be separated from its carrier. This conceptualised the mind as, in effect, a 

downloadable dataset, with no dependency on the material reality of a body. Hayles traces 
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this thinking from a 1940s to 1950s series of conferences involving the emerging field of 

cybernetics. Her concern in this book is to show how this reading of cybernetics has been 

constructed and she opens up alternative readings that instead characterise the augmented 

human as entwined and fundamentally embodied. The stuff of mind, ideas, concepts and 

hunches, need embodied form.   

Hayles offers a specific definition of embodiment as ‘contextual, enmeshed within the 

specifics of place, time, physiology and culture, which together compose enactment’ (Hayles 

1999, 197). She explains how the concept of the body is normative, relying on abstract but 

shared criteria of what the body can be. She recounts Australian feminist philosopher 

Elizabeth Grosz’s assertion that ‘there is no body as such, only bodies’. So where the concept 

of the body relies on an idealised form, ‘embodiment is the specific instantiation generated 

from the noise of difference. Relative to the body, embodiment is other and elsewhere, at 

once excessive and deficient in its infinite variations, particularities, and abnormalities’ 

(Hayles 1999, 196-7).  

There are other properties to embodiment that Hayles assigns that are important for 

(Wo)Man with Mirror: embodiment is performative, consisting of ‘individual enactments, 

and therefore always to some extent improvisational … tied to the circumstance of the 

occasion and the person’ (198). She points out that a material structure must underpin 

embodiment, a structure that is never an exact match for its abstract representation.  

Performance as a record 

These insights lead now to Rebecca Schneider’s idea that performance itself can be a 

record. Where usually the archivist thinks of the record as something that comes after the live 

event, and documents it, Schneider flips this proposition. Instead, she considers ‘the live 

[event] a record of precedent material’ – the live event performs something that already 

exists. The idea or ‘script’ for the performance is conceived far ahead of itself and the 

performance is the evidence that this idea or ‘script’ exists.  

This suggests that performance does not disappear at all. Performance persists 

because if you have the script, you can repeat it again. Schneider is not arguing against our 

common sense understanding that the physical experience of a particular moment, a 

particular performance, does slide by, but she draws attention to the way that things 

perceived as fleeting persist.  
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That persistent script, or ‘composition in code’ as Schneider calls it (Schneider 2011, 

32), might be knowledge of a gesture, for example that a hand wave is a greeting, or it might 

be a ritual form like the liturgy. There is a codified ‘composition’ and when the composition 

is enacted, it generates a performance (Schneider 2011, 90). Those performances are 

evidence those gestures and rituals continue to exist.  

Building on Schneider’s argument, Diana Taylor emphasises that the composition in 

code need not be text-based or recorded, it may reside in bodies, in cultural repertoire (Taylor 

2003).15 From both Schneider and Taylor, we can see that where code persists, performance 

of it is evidence that knowledge of that code persists. The performance is the evidence, the 

record. Iterated thus, there can be multiple records, potentially infinite, of a particular code or 

script. What is critical is that the code stays alive.   

Yet the archivist is looking for the material evidence of the specific transaction as the 

record. This logic says that the other stuff, the code itself, disappears. But of course, it does 

not necessarily disappear, it is just not in the archive, it just disappears from the archivist’s 

purview.  

It is useful here to think through the example of the database. The database itself, for 

an archivist, is not the record. The record is a specific performance of parts of the database as 

it participates in a particular transaction: for example a particular Wheat Board sell notice 

issued for a grain shipment to Iraq. The sell notice is a trigger, the result of upstream 

decisions that result in the sell notice. The sell notice is the evidence that those decisions 

were taken. There may be other evidence but the transaction of issuing that sell notice is 

irrefutable, it happened. The repetition of this performance in the database is also evidence of 

previous repetitions – there have been others just like this that have come before it and there 

will be future iterations that come after it. For the archivist, this speaks to the reliable 

behaviour of the record keeper (in this instance, the database) that is part of the reliability test 

of the record. If the record keeper has consistent and impartial processes in place that lead to 

the accumulation of records, the records are considered better stand-ins for the transaction.  

 
15 Taylor’s work drew on Schneider’s 2001 article ‘Performing Remains’. Schneider sets this out (Schneider 2011, 105) and 
reiterated this when I met her in 2016. 
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So now I have drawn the link from liveness to performance and the specific 

performance as a record. But the archivist sees the task as one of capturing the evidence of 

that performance, the ‘thing’ the database spits out. In that conception, the archive requires a 

material mnemonic. The actual performance, although known and trusted, is dismissed as 

‘disappeared’.  

This shows up a gap in usual keeping practices. Those focus on the outputs of these 

compositions in code – usual keeping practices would lead to archiving traces (recordings in 

text and other media) of a single performance by Guy of Man with Mirror or a single 

performance of TLC’s (Wo)Man with Mirror. It is emerging that it is beneficial to keep the 

compositional code or to establish that code as a mini ritual, like the liturgy – the user’s 

manual is one tool for keeping ‘compositional code’. 

 

Works need an ecosystem, a community 

Explaining why contact with the original artists was so important 

TLC began re-enactments using limited resources with no connection to the artists 

whose work we were re-enacting. These events took place within the precursor to TLC, an 

artists’ group known as the Sydney Moving Image Coalition (SMIC). Over 2004-5, SMIC 

held monthly events which included a ‘segment’ for expanded cinema, along with one titled 

Primary Sources. Part of the purpose of SMIC was to connect ourselves and our peers with 

Australian and international precursors to new media. Around this time, 2003-5, immersion 

and interactivity were hotly discussed and Lucas and I saw expanded cinema as an important 

but barely known precursor (see Ihlein 2005). Works we could read about readily were 

predominantly European and American. This situation compelled us to make some forays 

into this work by previous generations of Australian filmmakers and artists. We met with 

filmmakers and artists Arthur and Corinne Cantrill, David Perry and Jeffrey Shaw. It was in 

this context that the logic of actually re-enacting some works ourselves emerged. Reflecting 

on these early works in a poster for the American moving image archivists’ annual 

conference in 2004, Lucas and I situated these as ‘score’ based works after Fluxus, 

‘reproducible by anyone following those conditions’ (Curham and Ihlein 2004). I discuss 

Fluxus in relation to scores and the user’s manual in Chapter 4. In this 2004 poster we 

acknowledged that the resources available to us were limited, as I have already explained. 
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We used what was publicly available and accessible to us from Australia in 2004 – 

photographs and descriptions in books and journals. In that first 2004 re-enactment, the 

works were VALIE EXPORT’s Ping Pong (1968) and Annabel Nicolson’s Reel Time (1973). 

In Ping Pong, EXPORT ‘plays’ ping pong with a screen version of herself. Both the 

screen figure and the figure in the room have ping pong bats and balls. My re-enactment of 

this work was an off-the-cuff sketch performed just once in an evening of works in an art 

school student gallery. The attempt at re-enactment extended only as far as a round object 

appearing and disappearing on the screen and the live figure with the ping pong bat. The 

round object on screen was created using a hole punch, punched into black 16mm film. The 

encounter with EXPORT’s original work was through a monograph about her which included 

a photograph of the performance of Ping Pong and a short description (Mueller 1994).  

Nicolson’s original involved two images – an image of a woman at a sewing machine 

and beside it, she put herself and her sewing machine between the projector and the take up 

reel and sewed the film before it ran through the gate. The audience saw the silhouette of the 

machine and Nicolson and the projection of the punctured film. My SMIC rip-off involved 

navy monochrome colour print stock. The challenge of sewing fast enough meant the 

duration of the performance of the re-enactment was very short. 

Both of these re-enactments brought me into physical contact with these works, but a very 

fleeting contact. They gave me an insight into what it meant for an audience to hold in mind 

both what the program notes told them about the original and my re-enactment attempt. At 

this time SMIC was enthralled by the way we could access these important works of 

twentieth century art in this way, where the conditions when the work was originally 

produced could never be exactly reproduced and where indeed what was interesting about the 

work was experiencing them in our own ‘here and now’ with all its slippages from the works’ 

original time and place. We explored this further in our 2005 collaboration touring some 

Australian cities with Line Describing a Cone, an influential work by Anthony McCall. This 

work stands alone, more a film sculpture than a work that engaged with a set of relations 

specific to 1973 (although the original source for the haze was cigarette smoke). We were 

enthralled that we, two young artists in Sydney, could borrow this print from a film archive in 

London and with email support from Anthony, present a ground-breaking work of twentieth 

century art to our audiences and generate an affecting experience for them. 
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From Line Describing a Cone we realised how important it was to have Anthony’s 

support. Subsequently, engagement with the original artist has been a feature of TLC’s re-

enactment projects.  

I have sketched out these early re-enactments of Ping Pong and Reel Time to illustrate 

that doing this work alone without engaging with the original artist achieves limited contact 

with the work. Schneider’s idea of the mini ritual points towards the artwork operating within 

an ecosystem consisting of the ebb and flow of performances by the artist, the availability of 

technology, resources about the work online, in archives, books and other publications, the 

connection of the work with our own practices and interests, and audiences’ interest and 

response to the work. Earlier I explained that Ihlein and I have written about our re-

enactment methodology as ‘tending’ (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 27). We described the 

methodology as three pronged: engagement with the original artist, research in the archives 

and physically ‘trying it out’ for ourselves (27). We went on to discuss how we seek to ‘reach 

through to the object’ (35), thinking about the archival object as composite, both ‘a physical 

object and a set of relations’, bearing both its own provenance as an archival object and the 

relations it is now participating in (36). 

Contrasting our experience of Line Describing a Cone with Ping Pong and Reel Time, 

we began to see how these works that are prone to disappearance need the support of an 

ecosystem. Returning to the idea of the mini-ritual, as I follow Laura and Sean, it becomes  

evident that a community does emerge, simply by the act of using the manual. I now pick up 

with one final thought about generating ecosystems to support works prone to disappearance. 

 

Running (or using) Man with Mirror supports it  

To generate a community relies upon interest and attention to the work in the first 

place. It also relies upon a disposition towards shared skills rather than personal ‘genius’, as 

sociologist Richard Sennett puts it (2008, 21-22). Sennett links skills to communities and sets 

out how in societies in which skills are handed down from one generation to another, ‘social 

norms counted for more than individual endowments’ and people identified other craftsmen 

as fellow citizens, skill binding them to their ancestors and their fellows in a communal bond 

(2008, 22). A form of that communal bond is at play with the manual in the shared 

engagement with Man with Mirror. 
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There are assumptions that underpin TLC’s engagement with Sherwin’s Man with 

Mirror. This builds on the earlier discussion about archival appraisal and value. By showing 

an interest in the work, TLC implicitly claims that Man with Mirror is valuable, worthy of 

the attention of our audiences. While we have been clear that we undertake our re-enactment 

work as a creative practice of our own, investing effort and attention in Man with Mirror’s 

continued circulation is informed by our sense that it is worth seeing. 

TLC’s work on Man with Mirror stays connected to Guy and acknowledges the 

intergenerational possibilities of the piece. That Guy continues to perform with his 1976 film 

self suggested the idea to Lucas and me that we might reverse Guy’s aging process. During 

our re-enactment work, we made mirror performance films with our parents with the idea that 

over time we might perform with those films, aging towards our parents, reversing the aging 

Guy performs. The manual records our work with our parents and records this 

intergenerational possibility in a timeline that captures key biographical dates for Guy and 

TLC and our families. Guy is kept informed about key events (Wo)Man with Mirror 

participates in and we performed the work in 2013 with him present (from his comments we 

realised we moved too fast, too vigorously).  

I will close with an analysis of philosopher Brian Massumi’s essay on belonging 

(2002c). Massumi foreshadows two important areas of my quest. He gives an account of 

subjective experience, supporting an argument I will make that Laura produces a unique 

instantiation of Man with Mirror and that is part of the value of re-enactment. And Massumi 

arrives at an explanation of what he terms belonging, a bonded relationship between elements 

in a situation. This supports the conclusion I finally draw that re-enactment and the user's 

manual operate as a form of growth ring in a bonded relationship with Man with Mirror. We 

need to bear with Massumi to absorb his insights about how rules operate. 

Massumi uses a football analogy to develop his notion of belonging. Rules shape or 

determine things but that happens in relation to a bigger force that sets the conditions for how 

the rules can play out. The game can’t take place without those conditions, they are the 

substrate in which the rules apply. In Massumi’s example, the rules are important but the 

physical soccer field is essential, without it, there is no game. Massumi: ‘the rules formally 

determine the game but do not condition it … what is the condition? Quite simply, a field. No 

field, no play and the rules lose their power’ (2002c, 72).  
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The rules, conditions and tools, such as the goals and the ball, come together, forging 

a set of possibilities. As the game unfolds, those possibilities are immanent, in play. All this 

applies to Guy and TLC. There are rules in the manual which are conditioned by Guy and the 

tools of Man with Mirror (the mirror, the film projector, the film strip). The specifics of what 

takes place unfold between TLC as the player, the manual as the rules and Guy’s Man with 

Mirror as the substrate condition. The intimate relationship of those things working together 

Massumi identifies as one of belonging. In the unfolding of the play lies a specific experience 

– Massumi names that human subjectivity. I argue in Chapter 3 that Laura experiences a 

unique instantiation of Man with Mirror, a specific and subjective experience that unfolds 

through the re-enactment process.  

Massumi moves through the forces at play amid the ‘palpable tension’ of ‘two teams 

on a grassy field with goals at either end’ (72) and arrives here: ‘The ball is the subject of the 

play’, and shortly after, ‘the player is the object of the ball’ (73; italics in the original). The 

ball is part subject, part object. The ball addresses the player in a particular, if limited way, 

for example, kick me. The agency of the object, the ball, causes the player to act. The kick is 

an ‘ “ex-pression” of the ball’. The ball draws out ‘the kick from the player’s body’ (74). To 

apply this to TLC and Man with Mirror, the tools and rules in the manual draw out the 

performance from the re-enactors. 

Although the soccer field is literally the ground between the goals, the field of 

potential crucially informs what happens on it. As potential, the elements of the game hover, 

a ‘contingent intermixing of elements’ (76). The effect of those intermixed elements is 

potential. Those elements are more than just intermixed, they are bonded. As they move from 

potential into being, they express that bond and Massumi describes that as an expression of 

belonging, ‘in becoming is belonging’ (76).  

The potential of the game hovers in what Massumi terms a ‘field of immanence’ (76). 

Those things working together, coming into relationship, Massumi identifies as belonging. 

As the elements come into play during the game, they express intimate interconnected 

relationships. The elements need each other, the game doesn’t work without one of them. The 

goals, the field, the ball, the movement of the players express themselves as they come into 

play as the game unfolds, ‘the field of immanence is not the elements in mixture. It is their 

becoming. In becoming is belonging’ (76). The ball on its own has limited potential but in 

relationship with the player, the field and the goals it comes into a relationship of belonging, 
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needed, with a role to play. As Massumi says, the ball invites the kick. So following 

Massumi, for TLC and other manual users, the tools, the rules and the field of Man with 

Mirror are in a relationship of belonging. TLC’s, Laura’s and Sean’s re-enactments ‘belong’ 

to and with Guy’s work because they are in relationship with it, following its logic. Massumi 

writes that the player is the object of the ball. In a sense the re-enactors, TLC, Laura and 

Sean, are the object of the re-enactment when it is construed as an active, unfolding process.  

 

Conclusion 

So to conclude this chapter, before proceeding to the next development in my 

investigation, I have established that the terrain is performance-dependent heritage. I note 

also that this chapter has brought the central question of my research into sharp focus: how to 

ensure that enough of the appropriate kinds of remains persist somewhere and somehow so 

that valuable performance-dependent things such as Man with Mirror can be experienced.  

Throughout this chapter I have worked with some fundamental principles of performance 

studies in order to understand better whether and how certain processes of persisting and 

disappearing are intrinsic to live performance. I have also looked at what the archives field 

thinks about this. I asked: what can be learnt from a Venn diagram of the art-world’s and the 

archive-world’s major precepts concerning these issues? From these investigations it is 

possible to glimpse a picture where both the archives and body-to-body transmission are 

needed when engaging with heritage like Man with Mirror. Having generated and understood 

these paradoxical but crucial issues, I now proceed to investigate the themes of the next 

chapter: if some knowledge evades the archives because it resides in bodies, what is this 

special knowledge that bodies contribute? Can this special knowledge be drawn back into the 

archive once it has been recognised as such?  
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Chapter 2 
Embodied knowledge 

 

 

In this chapter I focus on the case of Laura using the 
manual with TLC and what this tells us about embodied 
knowledge. Laura’s work reveals that TLC artists – 
previous performers of the ephemeral artwork – have 
more useful knowledge than they realise. I analyse how 
Laura made her choices as she worked, referring to 
Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of habitus and Brian 
Massumi’s theory of the virtual. Because Laura must 
literally perform, her physical body is a critical 
participant. I analyse the properties of embodiment as 
Katherine Hayles has identified them (Hayles, 1999).  
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I argued in the previous chapter that archives and body-to-body transmission are 

needed to pass on heritage like Man with Mirror. Both the archives and bodies make a 

contribution. In this chapter we will consider more deeply the knowledge gained from bodies, 

knowledge that evades documentation and therefore, archives. (Chapter 4 looks at what can 

be done with that knowledge and its status as potential archives.)  

In TLC’s work with Laura, the limits of documentation were discussed. In our first 

hour together, Laura commented that her experience of Man with Mirror was from a video on 

the internet and that she has since come to understand that first encounter as inherently 

‘incorrect’. In Laura’s choice of ‘incorrect’, she teases out that what lives on the internet is 

rarely the original work itself, more often it is transposed from the original, such as a 

photograph or video of a live performance or a poor quality video shot on a mobile phone of 

a film.  

This brings us to an important question in performance scholarship: what is the full 

significance of the ‘live-ness’ of a performance? In the previous chapter I explained that 

TLC’s impetus to re-enact Man with Mirror comes from wanting to experience the work 

rather than just to make contact with it through documentation. In other words, TLC wants to 

engage ‘live’ with the work. In that chapter we looked briefly at the discussion in 

performance studies, through the work of Peggy Phelan, Amelia Jones, Diana Taylor and 

Rebecca Schneider, which argues that documentation and liveness are both part of the 

experience of performance artworks. But there is more to this discussion about what ‘live’ 

might mean. Philip Auslander has noted how recording and transmission, mediatization as he 

terms it, have become equated with ‘real’ (Auslander [1999] 2008) and that the notion of 

‘liveness’ as a category becomes distinguishable and necessary only because through 

mediatization, recording and/or transmission media are embedded in our everyday 

experience. Read in conjunction with the ideas of Jay Bolter and David Grusin in their 

studies of ‘remediation’ (Bolter and Grusin 1999), Auslander explains how the idea of ‘live’ 

has become inseparable from the idea of ‘original’. This in turn links to issues of media 

conversion, originals and analogues. A crucial issue, this line of thinking suggests, is to 

understand the effect and value of the various layers of mediation that get inserted between 

an original performed event and the perceiving body of the person appreciating that 

performance. 
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Clearly, bodies contain useful information already ‘stored up’ and they are involved 

when we come to know something as a result of a new encounter, that is to say, when we 

produce knowledge. This also applies when we use archives. This puts us in the general 

terrain of knowledge that comes from bodies. To borrow a phrase from film and 

phenomenology scholar Laura Marks, the terrain of this chapter is that of tactile 

epistemologies, knowledge systems built on what we learn from our senses (Marks 2000, 

138).  

To explore what knowledge might be derived from using bodies, I will continue with 

the case of Laura re-enacting Guy Sherwin’s artwork. First I examine a moment early in the 

re-enactment process where Teaching and Learning Cinema (that is the artist archivist 

collaboration of Lucas Ihlein and I) are coaching Laura about how she must use the mirror. 

Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC) recollect the details of how to hold the mirror, 

revealing two things. There is information TLC can share only through demonstration in 

person. Laura needed information that Lucas and I did not know we had. We had to be there 

in person, remembering our embodied experiences, in order for Laura to get what she needed 

to reiterate Guy’s work. This reality, that bodies are the vehicle through which we do things, 

remember, take action and make meaning and aesthetic configurations, is what I want to 

explore in this section.  

Historically, those who care for archives and other cultural heritage collections have 

placed their boundary at the objects. But more recently, museums and the wider cultural 

heritage field have accepted a shift in focus from objects to visitors and users. Museum 

studies scholar Eileen Hooper-Greenhill clocked the shift in museum practice: ‘The great 

collecting phase of museums is over. The post-museum will hold and care for objects but will 

concentrate more on their use rather than on further accumulation' (Hooper-Greenhill 2000, 

152). Extending Hooper-Greenhill’s emphasis, I now examine how that use requires bodies.   

Like Laura, if Man with Mirror is consulted on the internet, our body – in relation to a 

device that we hold or control – sits or stands in a place, the building we are in hit by sun or 

stars, are at a particular angle. We may zone out all else around us if we are captivated by 

Guy’s performance, but the use, in the form of consulting the record of Guy’s performance 

on YouTube for example, takes place in a body, carried out at a particular time. Brian 

Massumi, whom I referred to at the end of the previous chapter, teases out this notion in his 

essay ‘On the Superiority of the Analog’. He points out that while signals may be reduced to 
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binary in digital code, the sense making process continues to be carried out by human eyes 

and ears, and eyes and ears use analogue processes. He gives the example of word 

processing. The ones and zeroes of binary as ‘words appear on the screen, in being read. 

Reading is the qualitative transformation of alphabetical figures into figures of speech and 

thought. This is an analog process’ (Massumi 2002a, 138; italics in the original).  

Where bodies come into the picture, the particularities of people also enter, as we 

shall see as Laura starts to experience Man with Mirror for herself. She brings with her a web 

of personal history, art practice and relationships with TLC that makes her response her own, 

one that can never be exactly the same as another’s. In short, any kind of retrieval of 

something from the past happens in the present by a person with a body.  

Building on this realisation, I return now to the case-study of TLC’s re-enactment of 

Man with Mirror with Laura. Let us refresh our memories from the scene I described in 

Chapter 1: gathered over several weekends in March and April 2016 were Lucas Ihlein and I, 

as the two members of the artist archivist collaboration Teaching and Learning Cinema. With 

TLC was artist Laura Hindmarsh who had agreed to try out the user’s manual made by TLC 

of Man with Mirror (Guy Sherwin 1976). Cinematographer Peter Humble was present to help 

us shoot Laura’s film. Anthropologist Diana Glazebrook  took field notes about the group at 

work. 

The narrative that follows recounts our first afternoon of work. Our task was to 

prepare to shoot a film of Laura on super 8 film. Back in 1976, Guy Sherwin, the artist who 

originally made Man with Mirror, filmed himself in a park in London. Laura would now be 

filmed in a park-like setting in Canberra. In the film, she would carry out movements with the 

mirror according to Guy’s choreography, as taught by Guy and set down in the user's manual 

by TLC. Some weeks later, when the film was developed, Laura would then project it and 

perform with it, repeating the choreography but slightly out of time with her film self.  



Chapter 2 Embodied knowledge 

 
47 

 
Clockwise from bottom left: Laura Hindmarsh holds the mirror, TLC’s Lucas Ihlein and Louise Curham discuss 
how high the mirror must be, Saturday 19 March 2016, Canberra. Photograph by Peter Humble. 

It is pertinent to remind ourselves of the context for the work here with TLC and 

Laura. This is an attempt to use written instructions to make a version of a 40-year-old 

artwork. The instructions are recent – written in 2009, they did not form part of the original 

work. They were brought together from TLC’s experience of trying out Guy’s artwork 

themselves. Laura came to the task of trying out the user’s manual with ample background, 

which is important as it gave her a ‘feel’ for the work. As we shall see in Chapter 4, the 

importance of having a ‘feel’ for the work came out in the experiences of other manual users.  

 I said Laura’s background was ample. Her first contact with Man with Mirror was 

consulting Guy’s performance on the internet. That was followed in 2013 by seeing a TLC 

performance of the re-enactment (Wo)Man with Mirror. Laura also brought experience from 

her previous work. In one work she had used the internet to learn a modern dance classic for 

re-performance, Trio A (Yvonne Rainer 1966/1978) (Laura’s work was titled Viewing Copy 

(2015)). Another work involved, as she has described it, an unconscious citation of (Wo)Man 

with Mirror, the work consisting of a mirror, re-performance and re-filming (Hindmarsh 

2013). 
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 Now let us cut to the group at work. Present is Laura as manual user, Lucas TLC 

member, me, Louise, TLC member and researcher-narrator, Diana ethnographer and Peter, 

cinematographer.  

Standing beneath two old, large trees, Laura holds her mirror. The grass in front of the 

group leads onto a golf course dotted with old eucalyptus trees. There is cloud cover 

overhead. An access path behind the group leads to the community centre where work took 

place in the morning. Townhouses flank the edge of the golf course, many of them set back in 

trees. We hear intermittent sounds of Saturday golfers and bird call. Clustered around Laura 

are tripods holding a stills camera, a video camera and an audio recorder. The anthropologist 

left the group at lunchtime and these devices are recording in her absence. 

The group gets to work quickly on the moves Laura will need to make with her 

mirror. TLC is instructing Laura. The physical task of moving the mirror shows two things 

relevant to our discussion that the body contributes knowledge that may escape 

documentation: a) some information TLC can only convey to Laura by showing her; b) TLC 

has some information they did not realise they had and they did not realise would be needed.  

In the transcript of Laura’s efforts that follow, the first part of this discussion is about 

the phase of the performance where the performer twists the torso from right to left, left to 

right. I refer to the mirror as an ‘index’, referring to the moments in the performance when 

the mirror in the film and the live mirror match, ‘kind of disappearing’ as Lucas says. In the 

second part of the transcript, Lucas and I talk about where the hands should grip the mirror. 

Laura: When you twist, do you stop in the middle? 
Lucas: The logic is a small twist –  

Louise (me): – the end of the movement is the end of the arc. 
Lucas: When you pass through the centre there is this little moment where it [the 
mirror] fills the frame again so it kind of disappears. 
Louise: So that’s the index where the two things meet [the mirror in the film and the 
mirror in the performance]. 
Lucas: Ideally. 

Louise: In my mind that movement goes all the way through. 
… 
Lucas: We’re trying to remember the starting position … just a little bit of head 
coming over the top. 

Louise: You can’t see over the top, it’s a little bit uncomfortable. 
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Lucas: How’s your general sense of –  
Louise: – the hands are quite high, see Laura’s hand grip is quite high. From my 
recollection it’s quite central –  
Lucas: – because I had remembered it differently. I had thought it was slightly lower 
than centre. It obviously does need to be at the centre.  

(Laura Hindmarsh, Lucas Ihlein and Louise Curham, afternoon, 19 March 2016, 

transcript, 36 minutes) 

As I have said, this conversation reveals that some things need to be demonstrated in 

person, for example how high to hold the mirror. Secondly it reveals that TLC had 

knowledge about the hand position that we did not know we had and that we had not 

recognised as important. This takes me more deeply into the questions of what needs to be 

shown in person and the category of knowledge that such ‘showing and apprehending’ might 

belong to.  

 

The knowledge problem 

I need now to overlay this scene with my knowledge problem. My widest question is 

‘what can use return to archives?’ Let us think of the user’s manual as an archive, gathering 

together primary sources from Guy and from TLC’s experience re-enacting his work. The 

manual behaves as a portable archives, recording our re-enactment experience. Secondly it 

functions as a ‘finding aid’, pointing to other resources about Man with Mirror and expanded 

cinema.16 

 Like all archives, the manual sets these primary sources in context, using short essays 

to give background about re-enactment, expanded cinema and Guy. From this section of 

transcript about Laura’s hand position, it is evident that there are things that Laura needs to 

know that did not make it into the manual, all things connected with what she must do with 

 

16 The manual reflects the documentation strategy tradition of archives. Rather than Hilary Jenkinson’s striving for impartial 
and objective accretions of records, formed by the algorithm of routinised business, the documentation approach 
conscientiously brings evidence together, often to redress power imbalances. Schwartz and Cook (2002) set out why this 
matters, building on Terry Cook’s early work to introduce it (Cook 1992). ‘Finding aid’ is a term archivists use for tools that 
facilitate ‘discovery of information within a collection’. Now obsolete in many archival jurisdictions, it has been replaced by 
terms like fact sheets, subject headings, ‘search by popular topic’ and the like. For archivists, to ‘archive’ is a verb, put it in 
the ‘archives’ (the noun). This is discussed in the entry ‘archives’ in A Glossary of Archival and Records Terminology 
(Society of American Archivists 1997-2019a). 
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her body. So in this case, testing out the archive by using it tells us something critical – what 

is not in it. Laura needs to know where to put her hands and the manual is silent about that. 

The transcript shows that the knowledge Laura needs is available. TLC does know where the 

hands need to go but the value of this knowledge only reveals itself as TLC observes another 

user, Laura, trying the manual. This knowledge was not held in conscious mind nor discussed 

by TLC. As the transcript says, Lucas ‘remembered it differently’ from me, Louise. 

So what is the significance of Laura discovering gaps in the manual by using it? 

Only in physically doing the actions did this knowledge emerge, both of what was 

missing and who knew it. TLC and Laura found this out only when Laura ‘embodied’ the 

actions in the manual. A dictionary definition of embodiment means to give form to an idea 

(Oxford English Dictionary 1989). Laura gave form to the ideas in the user’s manual by 

carrying them out. 

But Laura is not sure where to put her hands or how high she must hold her mirror. At 

this point she has just a rough idea of the work and she has a few resources – the concept of 

the work from the manual, her recollection of TLC’s performance and her internet research 

along with the physical things needed to carry it out: the white-backed mirror and step-by-

step description of the movements and their durations from the manual.  

It looks like Laura is working from the outside towards the inside, starting with only 

an outline of the work. She does not yet know what it might all add up to, what will come out 

from her use of the user’s manual. The manual carries within it information about Man with 

Mirror’s context and some of its history. That history includes its genealogy from Guy and 

TLC, along with the environment that created Man with Mirror and (Wo)Man with Mirror. 

This includes expanded cinema in London in the 1970s and the re-enactment focus in 

contemporary art in the 2000s. 

Is the difficulty for Laura that the manual just failed or is there always going to be an 

excess TLC cannot record – is this an example where we must have both bodies and 

recordings? To understand this requires more analysis of what is happening for Laura. 
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Resonance 

I just explained that Laura is working from an outline. The outline has piqued her 

curiosity and given her sufficient information to get to the point where she’s trying out 

holding the mirror. At this point, she is stuck on the hand position. The situation Laura faces 

is an example of how each user of the manual confronts unique problems, unique to their 

situation and experience. For this reason, close analysis of what is occurring to her is called 

for. 

What is happening for Laura here? Again I turn to philosopher Brian Massumi. His 

idea of resonance is useful. Massumi writes about the physical workings of sensation in the 

body. Sensation bounces a stimulus between the skin and the brain. The skin notes a 

sensation and sends a signal to the brain, the brain processes that signal from the skin and 

sends an instruction to the body such as ‘walk forward’. Massumi describes this as a process 

of resonance between the skin and the brain begun with sensation (2002b, 29). Extrapolating 

from Massumi, what is happening for Laura is a resonance between her resources, consisting 

of the manual and her prior knowledge of the work from performances she has seen, and the 

environment she is in where she has access to the knowledge of TLC. Laura did not know to 

ask that question about where her hands needed to go until she tried the piece out. She would 

not know it was important to the piece until she put her hands in the wrong spot and then 

tried to match them in performance.  

 I said before that Laura has resources – she has the manual, her mirror, her past 

contact with both Guy and TLC’s artworks. Grasping round for where to put her hands, Laura 

is in a ‘primeval soup’ (Dawkins 1988, 148) of Man with Mirror. By this I mean she is in a 

swirling sea of formational ‘ingredients’, in the same way that evolutionary biologist Richard 

Dawkins discusses different models for the emergence of life on earth, one of which is a 

‘primeval soup’ of swirling matter. In Laura’s primeval soup is the combination of resources, 

and the environment of meeting with Lucas and me in Canberra from which she anticipates 

her version of the piece will emerge. 

In this moment, Laura will be oscillating between what she unconsciously brings to 

the situation through habit and sedimented experience residing in her body and her conscious 

awareness of what is in her environment – TLC and the instruction they are giving, the 

manual, her mirror and her past contact with the work. 
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The need to understand more about this mixture of environment, context and events in 

situations brings me to philosopher Pierre Bourdieu and his concept of habitus. What follows 

is synthesised principally from Michael Grenfell’s conversation with Bourdieu (Grenfell 

2019).17  

 

Bourdieu and habitus 

Bourdieu (1930-2002) trained in philosophy but is renowned in sociology, especially 

for his work on social capital. A question emerged early in his career that continued to 

motivate much of his work (Maton 2012, 49). It was that objective social rules seem to 

govern the choices individuals have, yet, in practice, we have room to move – what we 

decide to do is surprisingly unpredictable. Bourdieu: ‘my thinking started from this point: 

how can behaviour be regulated without being the product of obedience to rules’ (Bourdieu 

1994, 65). This negotiation between being a free agent and adhering to rules is relevant for 

Laura – how will she both follow the rules and be ‘true’ to herself?  

Building on scholars before him in philosophy and anthropology, Bourdieu 

recognised that ‘social structures can also be mental structures’ (Bourdieu and Grenfell 2019, 

32). To interrogate this, he thought contextually about social conditions and experiences. 

Rather than studying isolated social phenomena like Kabyle family relationships in Algeria 

and French regional marriage arrangements, he studied them relationally, in the context of 

their wider social space, which he conceptualised as a field (Thomson 2012, 65).  

He identified an interplay between this wider context and the attributes and structures 

faced by specific individuals, in what he termed their habitus. Made up of an individual’s 

dispositions, attitudes and behaviours, a key attribute of habitus is that it is invisible to us 

most of the time, invisible because it is sedimented in our bodies as ‘a permanent disposition, 

a durable way of standing, speaking, walking and thereby of feeling and thinking’ (Bourdieu 

1990, 70). Habitus accounts for structures that shape us and that we cannot readily or quickly 

 

17 It is also informed by close readings of ‘Belief and the Body’ in Bourdieu 1990, the chapters ‘The Objective Limits of 
Objectivism’ and ‘Structures and the Habitus’ in Bourdieu 1977, Webb, Schirato and Danaher 2002, McNay 1990 and 
Probyn 2004. 
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change, objective structures like laws, education systems and families – Bourdieu calls these 

‘structuring structures’ (Bourdieu 1977, 72).  

A crucial dimension of habitus is the way that bodies absorb social rules through 

bodily ‘hexis’ (Bourdieu 1990, 72). Absorbed as part of what we are, this learning held in our 

bodies is often invisible to us. We acquire this invisible body knowledge through numerous 

insignificant injunctions such as sit up straight, hold your fork in your left hand (69), 

injunctions that instill social rules at a level below consciousness (73), intervening between 

us and our bodies (73).  For Laura, she can’t see what her body holds because it has been 

instilled below consciousness, but we – Guy, Laura, Lucas and I and Sean can compare what 

is revealed as we work in the field of Man with Mirror.  

There is an algorithmic dimension to bodily hexis – bodies don’t choose to hold this 

knowledge so they can’t fake it, they can’t fake their expression of it, the body ‘takes 

metaphors seriously’, it ‘mimes grief and it weeps’ (71). Through bodily hexis it contains a 

truthful expression of the social rules that have shaped it. Kate Cregan, an Australian 

sociologist gives a useful example, your habitus is literally in the muscles you have or don’t 

have from manual labour or concerted exercise (or its absence) (2006, 67).  

Crucial to Bourdieu’s concept is that habitus and field shape and produce each other 

and together shape and produce practices, literally what we do. The social space of the field 

makes some behaviours and attitudes possible or more probable than others but it works in 

relation to the dispositions, aptitudes, experiences, expectations of habitus. Habitus both 

constructs and is constructed by the field. Bourdieu: ‘you go to a university meeting … you 

are in your field. Your habitus makes you perceive, for example, the hierarchies in a certain 

way. You do not see them in the same way as another who has a different habitus, developed 

in a different milieu’ (Bourdieu and Grenfell 2019, 32).  

What Laura decides to do with Man with Mirror is shaped by her habitus and the 

wider social space she is participating in, the field in which she deploys her strategies – the 

field of re-enacting Man with Mirror. The structuring structures of social rules, and the 

invisible forces of her habitus shape her, along with the ‘internal logics, rules and 

regularities’ of the field (Thomson 2012, 70). But the interplay of her habitus in that social 

space of the field also makes strategies available to her. She has room to move. And how she 

moves, quite literally, will be different from me, or Lucas or Guy or the New Zealand artists 
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because the structuring structures will be different, as she experiences them in relation with 

her own dispositions. 

 The wider social space of the field is important for Laura because it is the context for 

potential behaviour, a circle further out than the personal sphere of habitus. I am interested in 

potential because Laura is working from the outline in the user’s manual towards her own 

response to the work. I am interested in the potential of what may emerge from the resonance 

between her habitus and the field of Man with Mirror and the user’s manual instructions. 

Factors in the field of Man with Mirror for Laura are her past experience of the work, her 

own artworks using re-enactment, that she lives in London and so does Guy, that she will be 

there for her inaugural performance during the 50th anniversary year. And her sedimented 

behaviours will contrast with those of the New Zealand artist, with his original training in 

dance.  

 

Improvisation and the difficulty of doing something differently 

Critics of habitus have focused on the way it reproduces the social world (social rules 

sedimented in bodies are invisible and therefore difficult to change) (Webb 2017; Webb, 

Schirato and Danaher 2002, 59; De Certeau 1984, 59), taking issue with Bourdieu’s 

conception of individuals deploying flexible strategies in the oscillation between field and 

habitus. To turn again to Brian Massumi, his writing addresses the problem that change 

appears difficult in Bourdieu’s model of habitus.  

In Parables for the Virtual, Massumi opens with his 1995 essay ‘The Autonomy of 

Affect’. He ties together affect, feedback and emergence. He thinks of emergence as a 

continuous but highly differentiated field that is ‘ “out of phase” with formed entities’, it does 

not yet have a shape or structure. ‘It is more a bundle of potential functions localized, as a 

differentiated region, within a larger field of potential. In each region a shape or structure 

begins to form, but no sooner dissolves as its region shifts in relation to the others with which 

it is in tension. There is a kind of bubbling of structuration in a turbulent soup of regions of 

swirling potential’ (Massumi 2002b, 34). 

Emergence from swirling potential is a critical idea for my investigation. Picture it 

this way. I mentioned at the start of the discussion of Bourdieu that Laura is in a ‘primeval 
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soup’, an environment generative of life. In Laura’s case, she is in a primeval soup generative 

of a form of Man with Mirror she has yet to work out. Aspects to this moment of swirling 

potential are quite autonomic, imperceptible within our bodies, as Massumi puts it discussing 

the resonance between skin and brain. As mentioned previously, ‘the entire vibratory event is 

unconscious, out of mind’ (Massumi 2002b, 29). Indeed Massumi sets out how consciousness 

is an editing process, a process of limiting those potentialities. ‘Will and consciousness are 

subtractive. They are limitative, derived functions that reduce a complexity too rich to be 

functionally expressed’ (Massumi 2002b, 29; italics in the original). There is a ‘mysterious 

half second’ where there is a resonance between skin, brain and action and ‘what we think of 

as “free”, “higher” functions’ (29). These include cognitive processes like categorisation. 

These functions ‘are apparently being performed by autonomic, bodily reactions occurring in 

the brain but outside consciousness, and between brain and finger but prior to action and 

expression’ (29). 

And for him, autonomous affect is powerful because in the primeval soup of 

potentialities that surround a situation, a relationship or a material thing, new things can 

happen. I see it that he is thinking of the primeval soup on all the social, cultural and physical 

levels that Bourdieu considers in habitus . 

This thinking from Bourdieu and Massumi helps make sense of the potentialities that 

swirl around Laura as she holds the mirror in the wrong position. She carries genealogies of 

Guy, London in the 1970s, the spate of re-enactment in contemporary art of the 2000s (see 

Hoyne 2009, 281-5 for a list of exhibitions and conferences on re-enactment), TLC, all with 

their own autonomous affects. Laura must find her through-line for this puzzle, a puzzle set 

out in the instructions. Aligning Laura with other users of archives, this problem confronts all 

those users – what might this record mean to or for me? Each user is physically there in the 

particularity of that moment, bringing with them their primeval soup. And every user’s 

consultation and response will be their own at that particular moment in the development of 

their soup. That user may not be in the least troubled about the use they are about to make of 

the record but, in light of Massumi’s autonomous affect, sets of potentialities swirl around 

them. These are not unlimited, but they are amplified by the relations between the different 

affects brought into play by that person in that moment with that quest, or simply their 

serendipitous arrival at that record in the archive. 
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Characteristics of embodied knowledge 

Before moving on to the next chapter to explore live, original and copy, there is 

another scholar who can round out the particular understanding of the role of embodied 

knowledge in the re-enactments that I am examining. 

I discussed Katherine Hayles’ How We Became Posthuman in the previous chapter, 

analysing how ‘information lost its body’ as cybernetic theory evolved from the 1940s. I also 

set out Hayles’ definition of embodiment. To recap, she identifies that this idea that 

information could be contextless and without an integral material support lies in splitting the 

body from embodiment, removing ‘the body’s superfluous flesh’ to downplay ‘the 

importance of material instantiation’, privileging the abstract of ones and zeroes (Hayles 

1999, 13). 

Hayles charts how ‘the body’ is an abstraction, normalised against an ideal and in that 

abstraction, it loses the particularity of being a body. In the previous chapter I foreshadowed 

that Hayles deploys the work of feminist philosopher Elizabeth Grosz. Grosz makes the point 

that there are only bodies in their infinite variety, not ‘the body’ (Hayles 1999, 196). And it is 

embodiment, the experience of having a body, that is lost in the abstraction of ‘the body’. 

Hayles puts it this way, ‘embodiment never coincides exactly with “the body”, however that 

normalized concept is understood. Whereas the body is an idealized form that gestures 

toward a Platonic reality, embodiment is the specific instantiation generated from the noise of 

difference’ (Hayles 1999, 196-7). Thinking this through with the user’s manual, while 

Teaching and Learning Cinema imagined a user, there is no one-size-fits-all user, each user 

will encounter the work through their unique habitus, their unique set of experiences and 

dispositions. So Laura, rehearsing with her mirror beneath the trees in Canberra, is having an 

encounter with Man with Mirror that is particular to her, to her body in this time and place. 

As becomes apparent in Chapter 4, Laura’s encounter is different from the one the artists in 

New Zealand had working alone without TLC. The lesson from Hayles following Elizabeth 

Grosz is that it is the nature of embodiment that it can never be standard, it can never 

conform to a ‘norm’ because it involves a particular body in a particular time and place.  

Hayles aligns embodiment with what she calls ‘incorporating practices’ – practices 

that perform bodily content. Hayles uses the example of waving goodbye. When the goodbye 

wave is represented in a different medium such as a stylised drawing, it is no longer an 
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incorporating gesture performed by a particular body, ‘it has been transformed precisely into 

an inscription that functions as if it were independent of any particular instantiation’ (Hayles 

1999, 199). This kind of inscribing practice corrects and modulates the performance. The 

inscription becomes a generic hand waving, passing over potentially messy reality, for 

example the generic picture gives no indication that my face was blotched from crying as I 

waved goodbye. This inscription of the hand waving can move from context to context, 

losing the knowledge that it is me at my door waving. Incorporation, on the other hand, 

cannot entirely lose its context (Hayles 1999, 200). The bodily performance of waving will 

be different if someone else waves or it takes place at a different door.  

Let us follow Hayles and think about Laura as she struggles with the placement of her 

hands. Setting aside the problem that the instructions in the user’s manual are inadequate for 

the hand position, in this moment, it is Laura in particular dealing with this problem. And it is 

through the particularity of her experience that she can shine light on Man with Mirror, 

making the work her own. Applying Bourdieu, Laura’s habitus becomes visible in the field of 

re-enacting Man with Mirror with TLC. Part of the objective structures at play are TLC’s 

rules set down in the user's manual. Laura is conscious of the rules, and so something of her 

habitus becomes visible, along with something of the field. For example, she decides to 

include in her version an audio track that sets out in a matter of fact tone the genealogy of the 

piece, important for her as a woman four decades younger than Guy, performing the work for 

the art film community in London in which both she and Guy participate (Hindmarsh 2016).  

The rules and rigours of the work will guide her along with her knowledge of the 

grooves for the work already worn by Guy and Teaching and Learning Cinema. But through 

her own encounter, as she sticks faithfully to her experience of it, she finds something unique 

to her. Exploring how she can both follow the rules and improvise within them, she can 

actually use the generative potential of habitus that Bourdieu identifies (Bourdieu 1990, 55). 

Improvisation is available to her within cultural rules and contexts established by the values 

and dispositions of habitus. Massumi is illuminating here too, where he says that affect, that 

swirling potential, is in excess of what actually happens and so it can rejuvenate, warding off 

entropy and death. If potential and reality were exactly matched, Massumi implies the rules 

of feedback would soon enough scramble the signal in entropy and unintelligibility (Massumi 

2002b, 35). 
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And by tracking closely what she actually does from this swirling potential, the effect 

of Laura’s improvisation will be insight into her habitus. By using her own particularities, 

Laura will come up with a Man with Mirror that is a print out, a snap shot in negative, an 

authentic representation of her here and now, made visible by her effort to follow the rules 

and rigours, observing and adjusting to reflect her own situation and dispositions.  

My overarching research-quest in this narrative of Laura trying out the user’s manual 

is to explore what use might return to collections, in particular archives. Laura offers us an 

instance where she makes visible what is unique for her as a ‘user’ in an encounter with a 

cultural product from a previous era.  

Hayles’ incorporation-and-inscription pair suggests a useful linearity. Before we can 

inscribe our experience, in other words, before we can write it down, we must incorporate it 

by ‘performing bodily content’ by practising it. TLC performed Man with Mirror and then 

wrote the manual. When Laura has performed it for herself, she will be in a position to turn to 

inscription, to write down details from her experience, to add to the manual. So the order 

Hayles describes holds true for Laura: she must incorporate Man with Mirror by performing 

it and then she can inscribe it. If we turn again to my quest about use and archives, is this idea 

transferrable? Does this hold true for other archival material? It would involve using the 

record and then appending the story of my use to that record. (Recording ‘the life’ of archives 

is not a new idea to archivists, by the way, nor is involving users in archival processes. As 

part of capturing the provenance and tracking the chain of custody of records, such regular 

updating is entirely feasible.)18 This brings us to Laura returning her knowledge back to the 

archives through her update of the user’s manual. In that update, she captures what she 

experienced from her body. I will talk more about this insert into the manual and its 

implications for archival material in Chapter 4. 

 But for the moment to round out this examination of ‘embodied knowledge’ in re-

enactment, here are the key insights from Hayles: 

 

18 Discussions about recording the ‘life’ of archives focus on changes to archival description practices to capture a broader 
story of their original context (Millar 2002, Nesmith 2006). Involving users and communities in both decisions about how to 
describe archives and actually contributing to it are also accepted concepts, if not broadly adopted (Stevens, Flinn and 
Shepherd 2010, Huvila 2008). This becomes particularly pressing in records related to human rights trauma and colonial 
experience (Wood et al. 2014) and records related to marginalised communities (Brilmyer 2018). 
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1. Improvisational elements keep embodied knowledge tied to its particular 

context and steer it away from being abstract. What does this mean? Bourdieu’s 

work from the 1960s with Berber people in Algeria provides insight. What struck 

Bourdieu about the Kabyle was that within their strict social structures, improvisation 

within the rules was still a feature (Bourdieu 1977, 15). And the improvisation was 

always situation specific and generative. So Laura’s response to the rules and rigours 

of (Wo)Man with Mirror will be specific to the context she finds herself in. 

2. Embodied knowledge is habitual and therefore screened from our conscious 

minds, from our knowledge. Bourdieu makes this point that the body senses more 

than it knows. Webb, Schirato, and Danaher draw attention to a critique of Bourdieu 

on this point (2002, 58). Philosopher Maurice de Certeau finds a deep inconsistency 

here between the idea that embodied knowledge involves generative improvisation in 

which people undoubtedly know what they are doing and he disputes this idea that we 

are dumb to our embodied knowledge (De Certeau 1984, 56). For now I just observe 

this critique. Salient to us reviewing TLC at work rehearsing with Laura is that 

through this re-enactment process, TLC surfaced some ‘dumb’ knowledge they had 

about the hand position.  

3. Embodied knowledge sets the boundaries in which conscious thought takes 

place because it is contextual, resistant to change, screened from consciousness.  

I discussed ‘contextual’ and ‘screened from consciousness’. ‘Resistance to change’ 

comes about because the body wears habituated response pathways (for example 

neural pathways) and changing those requires practice and effort. Laura is developing 

her embodied knowledge of the piece and hers is based in a strong ‘feel for the game’ 

through her practice as an artist, her relationship with TLC, with Guy and with the 

work itself which she has seen. This contrasts with Valerie Liddle, my mother, who 

had little ‘feel for the game’ and little context (more on this in Chapter 4.)  

4. Embodiment both sets the conditions that bring about technology and 

responds to it. Embodiment plays a role between the experience and the discourse 

around technology and that is because we experience technology through 

incorporation, by using it through our bodies, be it the computer mouse or stepping 

into the environment of an interactive artwork. So what we can do with our bodies 

conditions technology and what we then do with technology is carried out by our 
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bodies. In this case study, the technology that bears this out is very simple – the size 

of the mirror. There are dimensions specified in the manual that scale the mirror 

relative to the performer’s height. So body size conditions mirror size, embodiment 

conditions technology.  

Going back to the transcripts of Laura’s manual user training, we find all these 

cardinal points at play. 

Laura: they are quite different size, aren't they. 

Lucas: [laughter] 
Laura: That’s ridiculous! I can’t believe your arms are that much longer than mine. 

Louise: Well they’re not, it's just a proportional size–is quite significant. 
Laura: Mmm. So I’m like a certain percentage smaller. I guess that’s right. 
Louise: I need to get my notebook to tell you exactly the numbers. Here put your arms 
down. Yeah, it looks minute. See my palm is quite a lot longer than yours. 

… 
Louise: So. See that. Maybe your arms are shorter.  

Lucas: Well that’s how you worked it out isn’t it?  
Louise: So it's the torso, how interesting ... it's quite a lot [of difference in size 
between Louise and Laura] ... I did the maths quite a few times. 
Laura: Our hips are quite similar [in height. Laura measures her arm span against 
Louise’s.] It’s a whole handspan [difference in arm length]. It’s quite a lot so that 
would explain … wow! Imagine what yours must have been [to Lucas]. 
Louise: Ours [Lucas and Louise’s] are not wildly hugely different. It's a formula, I've 
got it down in the room. 
Lucas: Instead of ... 81 x 61 and yours is 70 x 52, so ten centimetres both ways 
shorter. So mine must be like that and that and yours is kind of the same. What was 
yours? 
Laura: 152 wing span. 

Lucas: Yeah, so you're another ten centimetres shorter which makes sense. 

Laura: I must have short arms or something.  

(Louise Curham, Lucas Ihlein and Laura Hindmarsh, morning, 19 March 2016, 

transcript, 4-8 minutes excerpted) 

Throughout the rest of the thesis we will return, via a variety of perspectives, to these 

four distinguishing characteristics of knowledge gained through embodiment.  



 

 

Chapter 3 
Re-enactment 

 

 

Live, original or copy? What is re-enactment? To 
understand our re-enactment test case as an example of 
use returning value to collections, I draw on the work of 
performance studies scholar Rebecca Schneider, 
Australian historian Greg Dening and others. I discuss 
the double vision of re-enactment, things from the past 
experienced in the present are not the past but they are 
also not not the past. The data I explore is Laura’s 
deliberate variations from the manual.  
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My task in this chapter is to understand the specifics of re-enactment and the 

relationships at play in the keywords ‘live’, ‘original’ and ‘copy’. Observing Laura at work 

so far, we have seen that she has needed both the manual and assistance in person from TLC. 

Her work also shows up that the manual misses things. Some knowledge gets buried because 

we hold it in our bodies rather than in our conscious minds. In this chapter I look closely at 

the re-enactment dimension of Laura’s work. In re-enactment, the distinctions between 

notions of an original and its copy blur. To what degree is Laura’s work Man with Mirror or 

Woman with Man with Mirror as she has titled her version? I investigate the link between the 

concept of an ‘original’ and something being ‘live’. I consider ‘copies’ in relation to both 

these terms. This points out the difficulty of what should be kept and it builds my argument 

that to strengthen ephemeral heritage, we need to use it.  

When we were last with Laura, she was trying out the moves of Man with Mirror for 

the first time in preparation for her super 8 film shoot. I cut now to the next day.  

It is Sunday morning and the group prepares to shoot. We review the video footage of 

Laura rehearsing. This brings up discussion about revealing the group at work in Laura’s hero 

film, along with discussion about how strictly we must adhere to the rules and rigours set out 

in the user’s manual. We then move outside to find a location to film. Cinematographer Peter 

Humble loads the camera with the only available colour positive super 8 film stock. Why is 

Peter with us? Important for the performance is that the mirror exactly fills the film frame 

when it is brought to ‘neutral’ between movements in the choreography. These moments, 

when the live mirror and the film mirror exactly match, calibrate the live performance with 

the film. It is from this calibration that the poetic confusion between ‘live’ Guy and ‘film’ 

Guy emerges. In 2009 TLC encountered problems with filming on super 8 – subtle variation 

in what one sees through the lens on a super 8 camera and what is recorded on the film meant 

footage from TLC’s first shoot had a gap down one edge of the film, disrupting this important 

calibration. This mis-frame led TLC to bring Peter in to reshoot, an ‘insurance policy’ also 

adopted for Laura.  

Back to the group at work. We spend some time determining how the shadow will fall 

on the mirror. Peter, Laura, Lucas and I gather the equipment – the mirror, the super 8 

camera, the tripod, a timer, a copy of the manual, documentation equipment consisting of an 
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audio recorder, a video camera and a stills camera. Peter directs Laura’s position with the 

mirror so that she fills the frame. Peter frets over the pending cloud cover set to impede the 

sharp shadow we want. Lucas prepares to cue Laura with his phone as a stopwatch, the 

manual in his hand to remind him of the timings of each sequence. I set up the recording 

devices. Diana stands nearby taking notes. The cloud stays at bay and the shadow is 

sufficient. There is limited effort to position the group so that we will all be visible in Laura’s 

mirror. There is an expectation that gathered around as we are, we will all appear. We shoot 

the film without incident. 

In the fortnight that follows, our colleague in Melbourne processes the film. The film 

roll comes back. A close look at a scan of some frames suggests to me that despite all our 

efforts, there are framing problems. I send emails to Peter, Laura and Lucas suggesting we 

may need to reshoot. I procrastinate about putting the film in the projector, nervous about 

damaging the film by projecting it, weighed down by my knowledge that this strip of film is 

unique. A few days later, Laura and I assemble and lace the film in a projector. When we run 

the film, there is no problem with the framing. What to me had looked a problem is masked 

in projection, the projector gate perfecting the fit of the frame. Also discussed in these 

worried emails I sent is a yellow colour caste. This is produced by the kind of film stock we 

used, and to Laura and I watching the film, this also looked okay.  

A few days later, Laura, Lucas, Diana and I get together to work on Laura’s 

performance using the film. We notice that the manual is silent on the technical aspects of 

using super 8. In the footage, we find that Peter is clearly visible in Laura’s film but the rest 

of the group is out of shot. As Laura tries her first performance with the film, Lucas notices 

some particulars in how she works with the mirror. Laura performs that evening in the spot 

where she filmed, primarily for the video camera. The intention is to film while there is 

enough light to see that she is in the same spot where her film had been shot. Technical 

problems beset this and it is totally dark by the time her performance starts, the location 

indiscernible. The video also shows nothing of the wild evening around us – it is windy, 

showers scud over.  

The next day, Laura takes advantage of the 16mm film and equipment we had lying 

round and decides to shoot a version on 16mm black and white. Lucas and I operate the two 

wind-up 16mm cameras. Unable to both film and call out the timings for Laura as she 
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performs, Lucas makes Laura a recorded ‘guide track’ to talk her through her moves for each 

roll of film. This audio guide goes on to play a crucial role for Laura.  

In this narration of events, I have described what we did to actually re-enact. In earlier 

chapters, I narrated Day 1 of our efforts – how we started work with a general discussion, 

followed by a review of video reference material and then a rehearsal of the moves with the 

mirror that brought up issues about Laura’s hand position. I also described the day of the 

shoot on super 8. The chain of events I must now focus on goes from Laura and the group 

shooting her film through to her first complete performance on the windy Canberra night 

some weeks later, observed by the video camera, Diana, Lucas and me.  

To recap, my task in this chapter is to gain a deeper understanding of the specifics of 

re-enactment so that the connection from Laura’s work with the user’s manual to my 

overarching quest starts to crystalise – to restate that quest, it is to understand what use 

returns to collections.  

I will start with an inventory of the resources involved in this re-enactment process, 

important so we can get a feel for the physical work and the material task of re-enactment. I 

will then move on to a definition of re-enactment, so we have a shared understanding of the 

term as the quest continues. 

 

Resources for re-enactment 

To compile an inventory of resources, I will start by describing what took place in the 

room as TLC and Laura worked on the re-enactment. Diana’s notes help with this 

description. Diana was there as an anthropologist. Given my deep involvement in TLC, I 

commissioned her to make arms-length observations of us at work. Diana’s expertise is in the 

anthropology of refugee and migrant communities in Asia and the Pacific, using ethnographic 

methods. Her task was to apply those same methods of observation to TLC at work with 

Laura. Diana also interviewed the key players in this research.  

Diana’s notes, Saturday, March 19 2016, Community Centre, Urambi 

Louise and Laura arrive at the community centre through the wide flywire doors 
and Louise introduces Laura. Then Lucas arrives and greets Laura. Lou ferries 
food while Laura cuts cake and makes coffee. Lucas and I have a conversation 
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about ethnography … Lou suggests that Lucas and I could put out a table. I carry 
a 4-seater, Lucas carries a 2-seater to form a rectangle. I set up my laptop at the 
end of the table furthest from the kitchen. Lou places several A2 user’s manuals 
on the table. … Knock at the side door and Louise goes to the door and opens it 
and Pete enters with filming gear in hand. He and Louise exchange a long hug 
then Pete and Lucas hug and Lou introduces Pete to Laura … Pete and Lucas 
talk about the facility of the community centre for art work. Lou places the film 
camera onto a tripod in the doorway. There is conversation about baba ghanoush 
dip and how to make it … Lou positions the tripod and camera at the bottom of 
the room [so that it is capturing the activity at the table]. The film must be 
rolling, the buzz is audible. Pete asks Lou where filming will be done. Lou says 
that hasn’t been decided yet. Lucas approaches the table where I am working and 
asks me whether I am observing and writing about what they are doing … he says 
that as a group they have never worked in this formation before and they are just 
catching up working out what they are doing.  

(Diana Glazebrook, field notes, morning 19 March 2016) 

Diana’s notes are quoted at length because they help compile an inventory of the 

resources and personnel used to bring this scene into existence. The resources include 

intangibles such as relationships and hospitality, none of which would typically feature in a 

user’s manual. Existing social relationships establish the group, known to each other in 

different configurations of friendships and work relationships. The role of hospitality is 

evident here in the food preparation, and the drinks offered.  

Also on the resources list are tangibles such as travel and workspace. The notes show 

how Peter had travelled early that morning to be there. The community centre Diana refers to 

is where I live, a 1976 co-housing development in Canberra that includes a community 

meeting space. Guy’s blessing both for TLC’s work and Laura’s is also on our resources list 

and I will return to the importance of his goodwill shortly. 

The resources inventory also includes ‘off screen’ labour not recorded by Diana. My 

mother Valerie spent that day making dinner for 12, a veritable Hare Krishna restaurant feast, 

Lucas later declared. My husband spent the day minding the children of three of the 

participants. Also ‘off screen’ is the economics that enabled Laura to get to Canberra from 

London, the result of a residency at a Canberra gallery. Another part of the economics is the 

university stipend that allowed me to pay Diana and Peter. 

Also on the resource inventory is the equipment present in the room – Diana noted 

copies of the user’s manual. There are mirrors from TLC and Laura and recording devices to 

document the work for my research. 
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Our purpose in gathering was to re-enact Man with Mirror, as Laura said, in the way 

that TLC re-enacts it.  

Diana records in her notes:  

Louise talks about purposefulness and procedural basis of this kind of cinema. 
Trying to be procedural as possible. Laura responds about her role as non-TLC 
person, how she often works with other’s work [she is responding to Lou, eye 
contact with Lou mainly] … her interests in recreating other people’s work is 
different … starting point is as TLC intends but then later potential for it to be 
Laura’s. Lou says exactly. Lucas nods strongly. 

Lou opens her user’s manual in half, reading while Lucas talks about what can 
be discovered through being ‘as close as possible’.  

(Diana Glazebrook, field notes, morning 19 March 2016) 

There is one additional note on resources: that TLC takes on re-enactment as a creative 

practice, ‘freed up’ from the demands an institution might impose. In 2009, we contributed a 

case study ‘manifesto’ of our practice to the Re:live media art history conference. We 

described the ‘room to move’ we have by engaging with re-enactment as a creative practice, 

aware that a process like TLC’s would be quite different conducted from within an 

institution:  

As artists, we also acknowledge limits to the preparation we are able undertake in 
putting these re-enactments together. We research as thoroughly as we can but we 
make no claim that our findings are definitive. Our purpose is pragmatic rather 
than exhaustive – endeavouring to assemble a ‘working score’ of each piece, in 
the process uncovering the creative decisions which are necessary in making it 
again … This led us early on to recognise the work of re-enacting as a creative 
practice in itself, one appropriate for us as artists to undertake – rather than 
attempting to position ourselves in the deferential, less interventionist role of 
conservators or curators. (Ihlein and Curham 2009) 
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Working definition of re-enactment 

From previous chapters, a picture is forming of the emphasis on re-enactment in 

scholarship in performance studies and art history in the past 15 years.19 Given this plethora, 

a definition of the term ‘re-enactment’ is needed. To illuminate why this is important, I will 

focus in on two discussions of the term. 

In performance studies, André Lepecki has been involved as dramaturg and director 

of several ‘re-dos’. He has written about his preference for the term ‘re-doing’ over re-

enactment. Lepecki: ‘There is a fundamental difference between re-enacting (understood as 

performing as before) and doing again (understood as unleashing the stored energy of a 

diagram-in-waiting into an act, not as before, but once again)’ (Lepecki 2012, 158). Lepecki 

precedes this statement with a discussion of philosopher Jacques Derrida’s idea that citation 

in the form of quotation marks restrains the energy of the original behind the marks. The 

spirit of the work is freed when those diacritical marks are removed. Lepecki builds on 

Derrida to say that spirit can move in unguarded play in redoing rather than re-enactment. My 

reading of this is that Lepecki equates ‘spirit’ with what is worth keeping or experiencing 

again in the work and that his goal is unleashing that energetic material into circulation once 

again. For him, adhering to rules and rigours if they are framed through citation, or clear 

acknowledgement of predecessors, blocks this energetic flow. So we can extrapolate a 

definition of re-enactment for Lepecki as rules and rigours framed by citation and for him, 

citation restrains the work, where ‘re-do’ unleashes its energy.  

However, for the approach documented in TLC’s user’s manual, Rebecca Schneider’s 

formulation of re-enactment is a better fit. She is clear that her own interest lies in ‘live 

reenactment work that strives for literal precision rather than tries to avoid it with the rubric 

“interpretation” ’ (Schneider 2011, 15). Faithful re-enactment allows something ‘real’ to 

emerge from the slip that occurs in efforts that seek to faithfully duplicate and copy: ‘by 

bringing time again and again out of joint into theatrical, even anamorphic, relief presents 

the real, the actual, the raw and the true as, precisely, the zigzagging, diagonal, and crookedly 

 

19 For example André Lepecki (Lepecki 2010; 2012), Rebecca Schneider (Schneider 2001, 2011, 2017), Diana Taylor 
(Taylor 2003), David Román (2005), Elizabeth Freeman (2000), Claire Bishop (Bishop and Sladen 2008), Sven Lütticken 
(Lütticken and Allen 2005; Lütticken 2011), Amelia Jones and Adrian Heathfield (Jones and Heathfield 2012) for example 
along with Australian scholars Anne Marsh (Marsh 2014), Diana Smith (Smith 2017) and Alina Hoyne (Hoyne 2009).  
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imprecise returns of time’ (Schneider 2011, 16). For Schneider the attempt at precision is 

important because it allows us to see this slip.  

Let us clarify some properties of this slip. Schneider describes an unavoidable ‘leak’ 

between the present and the past (Schneider 2011, 10) and later she goes into detail about 

concurrent experiences of time as a ‘meantime’ that is ‘both between times and 

simultaneous’. In the slip, the past and the present are experienced ‘at the same time’ (88). 

For me, Schneider illustrates this idea most clearly through Gertrude Stein’s ‘syncopated 

time’. Stein describes her experience watching theatre. She notes that what is happening in 

the play is ‘almost always in syncopated time in relation to the emotion of anybody in the 

audience’ (Stein [1935] 1988, 93 quoted in Schneider 2011, 65). For her ‘the emotion of the 

one seeing the play is always ahead or behind the play’, a situation that Stein describes as 

causing nervousness (Stein [1935] 1988, 99). Amongst Stein’s problems was a sensory one – 

she was troubled by the demands of looking and hearing at the same time (101). But what 

bothered her most was the unstoppable flow of the play, over which the audience has no 

control (98), unlike a book for example, whose flow the reader can pause at will.  Attending a 

performance in a foreign language, Stein found she could ‘rest in it untroubled’ (115), 

observing the performance ‘as a thing in itself’. For her this was a ‘very simple direct and 

moving pleasure’ (116). Stein evolved these ideas into a new form of theatre, known as 

landscape theatre (125).  

While Stein’s discussion of syncopation is in service to her ideas on landscape 

theatre, Schneider focuses on Stein’s experience of syncopation. There is a nuance to Stein’s 

meaning that Schneider does not draw attention to but undoubtedly informs her thinking. I 

will explain that nuance so we can understand Schneider's meaning of syncopation more 

completely.  

Stein's understanding arises from her views on what makes art. She writes, ‘the 

business of Art … is to live in the actual present, that is the complete actual present, and to 

completely express the actual present’ (104-5). She analyses ways to experience what she 

calls ‘excitement’, which includes the theatre (96). What we seek in excitement is action and 

emotion coming together, this constitutes an experience of an ‘actual present’ (105). 

Nervousness emerges when the action and the emotion are out of sync, from ‘needing to go 

faster or to go slower so as to get together’ (95), to bring action and emotion together. Thus 

there is a time component to Stein's definition which Schneider (and I) emphasise, but Stein’s 
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focus is on a mismatch between experience and emotion, caused by the forward march of the 

‘excitement’ of the play (96). When watching the play, emotions emerge in response to 

something that may have raced by already in its flow. The emotions linger, although the play 

has now moved on, calling the audience on to new and different emotions. This causes Stein 

to feel jumbled, ‘nervous’ (95). This experience of syncopated time is a jumble of charged 

emotion. 

Schneider clarifies: ‘The time on stage, Stein argues is not the same time as the time 

of the spectators in the house, and this coexistence of different times in one theatre, different 

times in one time … makes Stein jumpy’ (Schneider and Ruprecht 2017, 112). 

And to bring this back to Schneider’s original point that her interest is in precision in 

re-enactment, she sets out the power she observes in mimicry (Schneider 2011, 14). She 

expands on this, tracing Homi Bhabha’s early post-colonial scholarship (159). In mimicking 

the colonials, the locals will never quite ‘pass’, there will always be a slip. 

So to summarise, through mimicry and its attendant theatricality comes the slip, akin 

to being ‘in the meantime’ (Schneider 2011, 88-89).  

Here is a key point from Schneider’s argument: we might think reality resides in the 

documents but no, instead it comes about when the past is ‘on the move, co-present, not “left 

behind” ’ (Schneider 2011, 15; italics in the original), when it is syncopated in direct 

relationship with you, the user, in the present.  

Whenever we consult something from the past, it seems we are always in ‘the leak of 

another time, or in a syncopated temporal relationship’ (Schneider 2011, 9). Consulting 

Guy’s drawing of Man with Mirror in the British Artists Film and Video Study Collection, 

the boundaries between 1976 and 2013 seem quite clear. Visiting the study collection in 

2013, holding documents from the 1970s in my hand, there was no confusion of time for me. 

However watching Laura in 2016 performing in Canberra, she is asking me to both look at 

her in 2016 and to be aware that beside her performance is Guy, himself also performing the 

work in 2016, his performances continual if intermittent since 1976. Through Laura’s 

modifications where she added a soundtrack, she is asking her audience to be aware that this 

is her performance of Guy’s work and her modifications have come about after her effort to 

faithfully carry out the rules and rigours of Guy’s work. 
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As this example shows, by heeding Schneider’s emphasis on re-enactment that avoids 

the rubric of interpretation, TLC produces a plethora of insights about a profusion of topics. 

Evident from the scene filming Laura that started this chapter, in re-enactment, TLC is 

running the rules and rigours as faithfully as possible, but we have become alert to the 

‘critical promise … in error, and mistake’, (Schneider 2011, 30). We are alert to inevitable 

divergences that arise but our intention is adherence, hoping to ‘touch’ something from the 

original (Schneider 2011, 44), helping our audience to see us but also to see through us into 

the work. As Lucas and I wrote, ‘our experience in the present moment is clearly not “of the 

original,” but it nevertheless “reaches through to the original” ’ (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 

36). 

Laura’s re-enactment cannot be Man with Mirror because she cannot become Guy. 

But there is a double negative here. It is also not not Man with Mirror. Rebecca Schneider 

formulates this double negative from her work studying American Civil War re-enactors. Re-

enactment both is the event from the past and yet, at the same time it cannot literally be that 

event, it both is and is not. In Laura’s case, her work is not the same as Man with Mirror but 

Man with Mirror is clearly in it. Schneider writes, ‘re-enactment both is and is not the acts of 

the Civil War. It is not not the Civil War.’ She follows on, reiterating what is powerful about 

this state: ‘perhaps through the cracks in the “not not”, something cross-temporal, something 

affective and something affirmative circulates. Something is touched’ (Schneider 2011, 44). 

Recall Lepecki’s preference to harness the energy of the ‘re-do’ without the constraint 

of Derrida’s quotation marks. The relationship to those quotation marks is slightly different 

as reflected in the titles of TLC and Laura’s re-enactments. They are titled differently from 

Guy’s, but they contain Guy’s – TLC’s title is (Wo)Man with Mirror, Laura’s title is Woman 

with Man with Mirror. The boundary set by quotation remains because Man with Mirror lies 

inside these new works reflected in their titles, but the new work exceeds that boundary.  

 

Structure in re-enactment  

So this is TLC’s process, mirrored in Schneider’s reflection: TLC runs the rules and 

rigours of the work, always alert to inevitable divergences, always tracking the moments 

where exact adherence to them fails.  
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With this definition clear, an inventory of the resources involved and a working 

definition, let us re-consider the scene of the group at work with Laura and zoom out to 

examine two aspects to the structure of re-enactment.  

1. A form from the past is repeated. This means that form from the past must be known. To 

re-enact, some ‘bones’ are needed, bones that can be brought to life again. For Laura, she 

knows the form of the past through seeing TLC perform it, from watching videos of Guy on 

the internet, through the user’s manual and through TLC’s tuition. Those are the bones she 

will bring to life again. But it is not so much ‘again’ as ‘for herself’. These bones are already 

alive for Guy and for TLC. But Laura wants to try bringing them to life for herself. 

2. In reenactment the shape of an experience from the past is used. As the bones from the past 

are assembled, choices are made about the ‘shape’ given to them, the flesh put on them, the 

forms in which they are used. Those choices say something about our views on authenticity 

(more on this in Chapter 4). Each instance is calibrated against the original ‘shape’ by 

running the work’s rules and rigours. As we learnt in the previous chapter, each instance is 

also calibrated against the enactor’s situation, their habitus, the ‘virtual’ possibilities swirling 

about them. 

In Laura’s case, she is using TLC’s approach, running the rules and rigours in or 

around those bones as faithfully as possible. Laura: 

The starting point, regardless of where it ends up, the starting point is to be 
taught it as TLC would teach it and then it’s sort of up to me … and I feel like 
whilst we’re here in March-April, that’s sort of what our aim is, our aim is to 
perform the work as TLC intends it. 

(Laura Hindmarsh, morning 19 March 2016, transcript, 11 minutes) 

 

And in this process of staying close, she must nonetheless make decisions about what 

to experience and how far to experience it, choices that are visible to the audience, as she 

calibrates herself against the work.  

After Laura first performs with her own super 8 film, Lucas is struck by how she 

slows down as she moves across frame with her mirror, not something he has noticed in 

Guy’s performances or TLC’s performances: 
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Lucas: Hey, there’s a really nice move that you do when you’re doing this, when you 
come to the front and you go really slow and you speed up again afterwards. Are you 
doing that consciously? 
Laura: Oh yeah. I’m trying to see where I’m at. When I’m at the front it gives me an 
opportunity to line myself up again.  
Lucas: Oh yeah. I really liked it. I’ll show you what you did (Lucas jogs across frame 
to get his mirror). You kind of go–so you’re at the back and you move fairly quickly 
and you get to here and then you kind of go across slowly and then you get here and 
you move faster. Across, fast and then, kind of slow, and [then] fast. 
Laura: Because I’m trying to line up the shot. 

Louise: I think you line up at the bottom. 
Lucas: It’s really nice. 
(Lucas Ihlein, Laura Hindmarsh and Louise Curham, 6 April 2016, video transcript, 
48 minutes) 
 

The choices TLC makes will be different from Laura’s, different again for other users 

like the artists in New Zealand and my mother Valerie (I will explore the New Zealand artists 

and Valerie in the next chapter). As different people run the rules and rigours, understanding 

of those rules improves. Each person’s specific application will result in subtle differences so 

the specific experience of each person is highly valuable, adding to our understanding of the 

whole – rules and outcomes – helping refine the whole. It starts to become a preservation 

strategy (also explored in the next chapter). 

In calibrating against the rules and rigours, manual users also learn about themselves. 

They see where their situation is different from Guy’s or the other re-enactments. 

Understanding of the ‘shape’ of the work is always in transit. Performance can be evaluated, 

critiqued and modified in the present, assessing the rules and rigours. In running the rules, 

what shows up are the necessary, inescapable modifications. This elicits a particular kind of 

truth because it is revealed through doing, a residue of the action and therefore irrefutably 

real, albeit subjective. In the previous chapter I explained that the body knows more than we 

realise and the body is an active player in this situation because it is a performance. The body 

has hidden knowledge and dispositions revealed through performance. Re-enactment itself 

reveals hidden knowledge because it shows up inescapable modifications. 
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More on the slip – Rebecca Schneider ‘and/both’ 

Rebecca Schneider’s double negative holds for Laura – it is clearly not 1976 when 

she makes her new work Woman with Man with Mirror. As she says, while it consists of ‘the 

same action’ as Guy’s Man with Mirror, it is not not Man with Mirror.  

Another useful idea of Schneider’s is the ‘and/both’ of time. By this she means that 

something can be both historical time from the past and a reiteration in the present. Her 

example is a foot stepping – it is both the first time this particular foot has stepped in this 

particular place but it also joins the myriad other feet that have stepped. She writes, ‘might a 

living foot, stepping out, be evidence, say, of historical continuity if not – but possibly also – 

historical specificity?’ (Schneider and Ruprecht 2017, 111). In this formulation, we are aware 

of two things at once – that other feet have stepped and that my foot here and now is specific. 

This two-things-at-once experience was encountered in the previous chapter in my brief 

introduction to Bolter and Grusin and their book Remediation (1999). 

Bolter and Grusin theorised how viewers not only look at media technology such as 

broadcast television news with its running banners but also look through it to the story or 

content it carries. While Schneider addresses this two-things-at-once in time coordinates, 

Bolter and Grusin offer this two-things-at-once in cognition – that our senses respond to the 

material experience at the same time as we make sense of and comprehend the content. This 

is particularly telling in Man with Mirror, a work of expanded cinema. Expanded cinema 

specifically sought to draw attention to the material conditions of the experience – the film 

projection apparatus, the performer in front of them, the audience around them, the room in 

which the whole event took place as well as what might be within the projection. Instead, 

traditional cinema invites the viewer to be oblivious to both the social experience and the 

experience of technology, absorbed within the narrative. 

Man with Mirror in particular rolls in the ‘both/and’ of minor historical continuity 

because Guy performs with himself, filmed before the performance. As Guy says, Man with 

Mirror is also itself a form of re-enactment. Guy clarifies that his meaning is different from 

TLC’s re-enactment: 

Not in the sense that Louise is talking about … but, when I mentioned the word re-
enactment just now, it just meant a kind of play on the film that's been projected and 
the action that it's portraying being presented in the space at the same time. And 
creating a kind of dialogue between the past recorded event and the current event. 
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(Guy Sherwin interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 26 minutes) 
 

When TLC and Laura re-enact, Schneider’s ‘both/and’ is inscribed all the more 

strongly. As I have explained, TLC tells audiences about the genealogy of the work and 

Guy’s role in it. TLC and Laura both reinforce the presence of this genealogy by the re-

enactment works’ titles, containing Guy’s title. They also make the new works distinct from 

Guy’s, drawing attention to the customisations made to Man with Mirror.  

So Schneider’s ‘both/and’ provides for the coexistence of both Guy’s performance 

and the subsequent re-enactments. It allows all of these performances to be themselves 

‘both/and’, the historical specificity of a particular performance along with the continuity that 

recognises it happened first in 1976. None of us are locked into the exact repetition of 1976 

because we accept the condition that this particular instance is exactly that, particular. 

Schneider sets out the mechanics of how these two times can co-exist. I referred to 

Schneider’s formulation on Gertrude Stein. Stein felt queasy in the theatre because of the 

syncopation of two different experiences of time. Her emotions were not in sync with the 

flow of the play; instead they ran either ahead or lagged behind the action. The time on stage 

was syncopated with that of her emotions. Important here is that syncopated like this, time 

moves in a way that is no longer linear; it is not just one thing following another but instead, 

from moment to moment I shift between what I see and hear before me on the stage and my 

emotions that respond to scenes that have already passed or that I anticipate are to come.  

Time is beside.20  

In 2016, Schneider gave a talk in Melbourne. She focused on the hail as a gesture, 

initiating a relationship from the ‘time I am in’ to the ‘time of the person I hail’ (Schneider 

2016). She noted the interval that passes before the person who has been hailed responds. I  

have discussed that for Schneider something authentic lies within this interval. To recap, she 

writes that ‘bringing time again and again out of joint into theatrical … relief presents the 

real, the actual, the raw and the true’ (Schneider 2011, 16). In her Melbourne talk 

(documented in Schneider 2018), she explained the political potential of that interval – we 

can think before we respond in that pliable moment. As she says quoting novelist Toni 

 

20 Schneider has gone on to develop this idea of beside-ness (Schneider and Ruprecht 2017), extending her ideas on ways to 
think about time as other than a linear progression in a discussion of ‘intra-inanimation’ in Braddock 2017. 
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Morrison’s 1993 Nobel Prize speech, that response is ‘in our hands’, in the hands of us 

responding (Morrison 1994 quoted in Schneider and Ruprecht 2017).  

So once again, what does this mean for my argument? The behaviour of the past sets 

up a relationship with the future, a hail. When a behaviour from the past has a script – be it 

gesture or an actual script such as the user’s manual – it can recur or be repeated.  

Important for archivists is that this turns the concept of a record on its head. The usual 

experience for archivists is that the trace or evidence that the performance took place 

becomes the record, for example items such as photographs and reviews are typical records 

of a performance. 

In Chapter 1, I worked through Schneider's example of the liturgy to explain that 

when there is a scriptive thing, a set of behaviours or a code, performing that set of 

behaviours is evidence they remain used and known (Schneider 2011, 90). In this situation, 

the performance itself is the evidence, the trace or the record of that set of behaviours.  

Archivists have experience of the importance of performance but not with the 

emphasis Schneider provides. I explained in Chapter 1 that records must be what they claim 

to be (authentic). In the case of digital records, a performance of a combination of hardware, 

software and metadata is required for them to reveal their authenticity. Performance is an 

axiomatic requirement for digital records, enmeshed in their authenticity. For example a 

video file must perform its technology to demonstrate that it documents a particular theatre 

work, staged in specific conditions at a particular time and place.  The purpose of the 

performance is to bring a trace to life, a record of something that previously took place, the 

video recording of the performance, for example.  

Schneider’s focus is on a different kind of recording in which, through cultural 

repetition, a performance can still take place. In that situation, the performance becomes 

evidence, a trace that shows that cultural repetition continues. If that cultural repetition 

continues, the signs or evidence of that continuation will be more performances. Thus it is not 

just a record of a live thing like the liturgy that we must keep in the archives, we must 

actually perform it to keep it alive. 

Schneider’s point is ethical. We have the ability to change our response to that 

historically continuous hail; to use another of Schneider’s metaphors, we can step differently 
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(Schneider and Ruprecht 2017). Now in the case of Man with Mirror, TLC’s interest is 

aesthetic, Lucas and I want the experience for ourselves of something of the poetic doubling 

of live Guy and film Guy. Awareness of this ethical dimension is needed so that future users 

make decisions about attribution mindful of the impact of their choices to step similarly or 

differently from Guy’s piece. Applying this interval to a digital record, the response has two 

aspects. There are material decisions about how to perform it and what constitutes a ‘good 

liturgy’, is it an authentic and reliable performance of the liturgy? Does adaptation equate to 

authenticity – is a good liturgy one that has adapted with its congregation, its rules and 

rigours run in light of the circumstances of its audience? TLC’s and Laura’s experience with 

Man with Mirror so far suggests it does. 

Along with the material form are decisions about what content constitutes the liturgy 

in the first place. The liturgy has survived well so far as ritual preserved through use. Can the 

robustness of ritual performance be brought to bear on digital records and other performance-

dependent heritage? TLC’s user’s manual seeds an experiment in building a mini-ritual out of 

Man with Mirror. 

So Laura is running the rules and rigours of the work, alert to divergence. In that 

divergence are aspects that are unique to Laura. And she is alert to the ethical dimension of 

that divergence – she alludes to this when she mentions the work has the potential to stray far 

from Guy’s original because that is what she’s done with her projects to date reprising other 

artists’ work. Laura: 

It’s like the seeds are sown and then I use that as my excuse to make a work, or the 
subject of my work and it strays quite far from it. So this has the potential to do that, 
to stray really far from Man with Mirror because my interests in recreating work are 
different to yours.  

(Laura Hindmarsh, morning 19 March 2016, transcript, 11 minutes) 

 Watching Laura or Guy (and I presume TLC – although as a participant, I have never 

seen this for myself), the audience watches both live Laura and Guy along with the apparatus 

of the event before them, the film and its interplay with the mirror, the room and themselves,  

the audience. There is something extra to the artefact, something that extends out from it 

when a user gets involved, and this something extra is relational to the field of its operations. 

It must be considered when attempts are made to store it and keep it ‘alive’ for future use. 

This something extra might be called excorporation. 
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Before I begin this discussion, I must pause to reflect on the learnings from this re-

enactment analysis so far. Schneider has demonstrated that the past and the present 

interpenetrate, they are woven together. Efforts to copy things never quite works, there is 

always a misfit and there is something authentic in that misfit. Certain structures from the 

past go further when they initiate a response from us, when they invite us to repeat or 

respond, Schneider’s example was the hail. That interval between ourselves in the here and 

now and gestures from the past that invite us to respond again is a productive and political 

one. I have established that the inevitable failures when a user tries to carry out the rules for 

Man with Mirror likely contain something ‘real’. The manual proposes a user responds to the 

call from Man with Mirror from 1976 by following its rules. From TLC’s experience we 

know the misfit of the user’s efforts is valuable, but the user must also think for her or 

himself about what it proposes, that interval between Laura in 2016 and Guy in 1976 contains 

responsibilities. 

My emerging argument that re-use is essential is bolstered by the something ‘real’ 

that emerges from the misfit. Some of the ‘rules of engagement’ are clarified in asserting 

there are responsibilities in this re-use model. Schneider’s examples deal with actions by 

bodies, also the case for the manual user. Through this lens I now turn to knowledge that 

comes out of the body when it does this kind of work. 

 

Excorporation – usually preservation designates an original and copies 

I have already noted that the usual approaches to preservation tend to fixate on an 

original that has authenticity and integrity. (Each of those italicised words has a tightly 

defined meaning in archival science and digital preservation.) For TLC and Laura (as we 

have now learnt from Rebecca Schneider), authenticity and integrity come from being alert to 

what is different from Guy’s Man with Mirror. As Laura works, she is alert to what her 

situation, including her physical body, uniquely brings (recall Lucas’ excitement at how she 

slowed her movement to calibrate her live self with her film self). Something goes out from 

Laura through the form of Man with Mirror that only she can contribute.  

Dance theorist André Lepecki uses excorporation, a concept from the work of theatre 

and dance studies scholar Gabriele Brandstetter. Lepecki explains that the body contributes in 

its own right, there is knowledge that goes from one’s body out into the world (Lepecki 2010, 
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39). Brandstetter uses the word in the context of choreographer William Forsythe’s 

movement lexicon documented on CD-ROM, intended to operate as an archive for Forsythe’s 

choreography. ‘The movement memory stored in the CD-ROM is “excorporated”, storing 

and remembering are … released from their tie to the body … and made virtual’, 

(Brandstetter 2000, 116). Brandstetter describes the way the rules, as choreography, are split 

off from the bodies that enact them, becoming a marker for something that is dead, a 

‘cenotaph’. Lepecki’s reading of excorporation is more positive, a contribution from the body 

in its own right, rather than the migration from the body to the dead media Brandstetter refers 

to. Lepecki positions choreography as a constant movement between excorporation and 

incorporation, what goes out and comes into the body, movements both in space and in time.  

There is an insightful difference between Lepecki and Brandstetter. Lepecki holds 

excorporation in a relationship to the body whereas Brandstetter understands it as splitting 

off. The energising 'going around' Lepecki identifies is lost when the split Brandstetter 

identifies takes place, and it is that energising going around that inspires Lepecki. His 

interpretation is closer to Stein-via-Schneider’s syncopation – the past and present co-present. 

He positions dance as ‘that which passes around (between and across bodies of dancers, 

viewers, choreographers) and as that which also, always, comes back around’ (Lepecki 2010, 

39). Brandstetter’s splitting off aligned with the marker of death, the cenotaph, clarifies the 

problem of ‘live, original, copy’. That splitting off onto recorded media brackets the work 

off, breaking the energetic ‘going around’, knowledge passing in and out of bodies described 

by Lepecki.  

To recap on the companion to excorporation, incorporation, I looked at this at the end 

of the previous chapter through Katherine Hayles’ ideas about incorporation and inscription. 

To summarise Hayles: your eyes and ears encounter something which leads you to 

incorporate this encounter through these or other senses. Later, you record it or ‘inscribe’ it. 

To better understand incorporation, a path can be traced back through Hayles (1999, 200-201) 

through Paul Connerton (1989) to David Sudnow. In Sudnow’s classic work on learning to 

play jazz piano, he describes his emerging sense of where to find chords on the piano. He 

explains that by going to the clusters of keys on the piano, ‘experiencing a rate of movement 

and distance’, the beginner builds an ‘embodied way of accomplishing distances over the 

keys’. From this embodied experience of finding the chords, ‘the beginner gradually acquires 

an incorporated sense of places and distances’. He clarifies his meaning of ‘incorporated’ – it 
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becomes unnecessary to find ‘the named, recognizable, visually graspable place-out-there’. 

Instead, as that incorporated sense strengthens, the need to consciously think about where the 

hands go or visually check they arrive in the right place is reduced. The knowledge of where 

the hands need to go to find the chords has been incorporated so that ‘the body’s own 

appreciative structures serve as a means of finding places to go’ (Sudnow 1978, 12-13). So 

incorporation is building knowledge both in and from the body where Brandstetter’s 

excorporation splits body knowledge off from the body onto recorded media. Instead Lepecki 

emphasises the interplay and circulation between the two. Lepecki:  

Thanks to transformative exchanges of steps and sweat, thanks to ongoing 
transmissions of images and resonances, choreography allows dancers to turn and 
return on their tracks in order to dance via ex- and incorporations. This kind of 
dynamics founds a particular economy, where bodies intertwine, or intermingle, 
across time – in an endless chain of reciprocal emissions, transmissions, 
receptions, and exchanges of times, gestures, steps, affects, sweat, breathing, and 
historical and political particles. Under this transformative system of 
excorporations and incorporations, the afterlife of dance works gains a new 
objectivity. (Lepecki 2010, 39) 

So the point of the Brandstetter Lepecki discussion is that the meaning Lepecki draws 

from ‘excorporation’ is actually quite different from the death-through-recording that 

Brandstetter’s words convey. Both are useful to us – Brandstetter as a warning against one of 

the pitfalls of recording, Lepecki as a lively, generative model that strengthens the content. 

Rather than dead in the recording when split from the body, Lepecki’s continuous, energetic 

circulation ‘via ex- and incorporations’ aligns with Schneider’s non-linear model where time 

zig zags, the past and present beside one another, and at times, interwoven. 

So there is movement of knowledge from Laura’s body out into the world. In Laura’s 

case, her height surfaces in the transcript, showing her body shaping the work. Consider for 

example this section where Laura and I are reviewing rehearsal footage of her performance 

with the mirror before we shoot her film. We establish that the height of the camera must be 

set by Laura’s height: 

 Laura: This camera’s so much closer, it’s much choppier, we’ll have to catch that on 
super 8 like how, what my height is. 
Louise: Well, your position should be the same, your holding position because that’s 
relative to your body not to the camera. 
Laura: Not to the camera, okay. The camera will go upwards or downwards. 
Louise: It will. Because that’s where you need to – because otherwise you’re seen too 
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much. 
Laura: Hmm. 
Louise: I mean, yes it’s relative to the camera but it needs to come from you. If you 
know what I mean.  

Laura: Yeah. 
(Laura Hindmarsh and Louise Curham, morning, 20 March 2016, transcript 3 
minutes) 

And so we are starting to get a triangulation around this idea that while the work still 

contains Man with Mirror, it is also not Man with Mirror and that is the point. 

With the emphasis on individual experience, but using a generative structure in the 

form of the rules and rigours of the re-enactment, perhaps we can start to think of re-

enactment as a ‘slip-generating technology’. As Schneider says, in the slip between original 

and copy, the real might return (Schneider 2011, 121). Or, in my own words, between 

mimicry and its source, out slips the real. Where Laura does not quite make the rules fit, out 

slips Laura’s specific experience.  

Before this discussion of excorporation, I was dealing with definitions for re-

enactment and we zoomed out to the structure of re-enactment. I said there that ‘bones’ are 

needed to re-enact with. Do I mean ‘the original’ is needed? For the sake of further 

investigation, I will say yes. So where would the original be located and once located, can we 

make contact with it? 

 

Which is the original; permission  

Laura and TLC need bones to re-enact with, implying there is an ‘original’. The 

commonplace logic is that the original was live, which is then recorded. From that first 

‘original’ recording we will produce copies. This gives us a traditional order of live, original, 

followed by a copy. But in Schneider’s logic, the traces of the live set down in the ‘original’ 

and the ‘copy’ are redundant – we know the script so the performance continues.  

Let us start with the relationship of Laura and TLC’s re-enactments to Guy’s original. 

Earlier, I discussed the distinction of the re-enactments from each other and from Man with 

Mirror through their different names, those names holding Man with Mirror literally within 

them as a form of citation.  
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Do Laura and TLC describe Man with Mirror as the original? No and yes. No in so 

far as following the logic that in our re-enactment process we follow the rules alert to our 

errors, all three are ‘original’. And yes Man with Mirror is the original in so far as the re-

enactments contain the recipe, pattern, script or DNA of Guy’s work.  

The relevance of Schneider’s experience of civil war re-enactors now stands out, that 

their re-enactments are both not and not not the Civil War. To extend this, Guy’s continued 

performance of Man with Mirror is not not the original (it is still Guy, but it is not 1976), as 

both Laura and TLC’s re-enactments are also not not originals. That we can say this about 

Laura and TLC’s work reflects the purpose of the user’s manual, to afford the user the means 

to experience the work for themselves.  

But it is critically important that there is a citational element, not least because this 

acknowledges Guy as the source for these re-enactments (more on this in Chapter 4). So the 

user’s manual retains an important notion of Guy’s as the ‘original’. 

Guy’s blessing is a critical piece of the inventory required to make the re-enactment 

happen, as I mentioned earlier. Opposition or disinterest from Guy would have changed 

TLC’s engagement with the work, and later, Laura’s. Given the hospitable frame in which 

TLC prefers to work, it is unlikely we would have pursued it. TLC has never discussed 

acknowledgement with Guy but it is built into TLC’s ‘hospitality’ that Guy is of course 

acknowledged. And for Guy, the ethics of re-enactment stress the importance of this 

acknowledgement, as the next chapter explains.  

Diana noted discussion about Guy’s permission when the group first gathered to work 

with Laura: 

Pete sits at the end of the table looks at the user’s manual. Pete asks Laura whether 
she has met Guy. Lucas says that Laura and Guy are quite similar … Lou folds the 
paper user’s guide along the lines to form a booklet reducing it to four times its 
original size [from A1 to A5]. Lou talks about her communication with Guy about this 
re-enactment.  
(Diana Glazebrook, field notes, 19 March 2016) 

The transcript from the video recording of this session captures it this way:  

Louise: Well he [Guy] sent a very nice email because I had to ask him about the 
ethics clearance for my research … and he sent a very nice email and I mentioned 
that we were going to do this with you. He gave his blessing and said great, great that 
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Laura’s going to do that. 
(Louise Curham, morning, 19 March 2016, video transcript, 2-3 minutes) 

Diana interviewed Guy 18 months after our work with Laura:  

Diana: You have been very generous about this business of re-enactment. For you 
personally, are you invested in some form of preservation of the work? 
Guy: I wouldn’t consider myself to be generous, I don’t have a problem with it being 
done again by anybody else. I think it’s true that some artists are quite sort of 
possessive about their stuff and that’s because … galleries get possessive… I’m happy 
if it can have a life beyond me and if it finds new forms. It’s almost like a rhizome or 
something. Like what Louise did with it – and Lucas – they did it together … it’s taken 
on a completely different form. That’s fine … 
Diana: Guy, can I take you back. Did I hear you say rhizome?  
Guy: I used that word which comes up in Deleuze, doesn’t it? I hate to bring theory 
into it but you can see that as something that can grow off sideways or forwards or in 
any direction …  
Diana: And there’s a connection. It shifts but there’s still an origin point isn’t there.  
Guy: That’s true. It’s like – I don’t even know that my point is its origin point. I got 
influenced–when people ask me how did I come up with an idea like this, I quote 
Annabel Nicolson … she was quite a prominent artist when I was starting out. She did 
some work … [that was] live performance in which she used images of herself as 
well. So I wouldn’t claim to be the first person to do that. But yeah it’s part of 
something that sort of develops and grows in different ways. It would be nice to be 
thought of as original! [Laughs]. 
(Guy Sherwin interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 14 minutes; 36 
minutes) 

I have reiterated that the titles of TLC and Laura’s works contain Guy’s original Man 

with Mirror (TLC’s (Wo)Man with Mirror, Laura’s Woman with Man with Mirror). I said 

each of these works is an ‘original’. This is because integrity and authenticity for TLC and 

Laura are not bound up with the original as preservation usually understands it. In the world 

of film preservation, the usual hierarchy designates duplicates as inferior to the original 

(Jamieson 2015).21 And the original has connotations of a direct relationship to the moment 

of capture (or export in the case of digital animation or other kinds of digital construction for 

the screen). For TLC and for Laura, integrity and authenticity come from being alert to what 

must be different from the original, which means each re-enactment stands as both an original 

 

21 The meaning of ‘original’ in film preservation is not fixed, for example, for filmmakers, in motion picture film, typically it 
is the camera original however for preservation purposes, it may mean the most complete version.  
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and a copy. 

In Diana’s exchange Guy himself questions ‘originality’ in relation to the concept and 

structure of Man with Mirror, linking it to expanded cinema works by another artist of his 

era, Annabel Nicolson. So there is more to understand about the distinctions between 

originals and copies. 

 

Jumbling live, original and copy – the example of Guy updating Paper Landscape 

(1975– ) 

The impact of thinking of re-enactment as a way to emphasise and value difference in 

repetition is that it starts to move away from the usual hierarchy in preservation where 

originals are the most important.  

It is useful to look at a concrete example of jumbling of this hierarchy. Turning to 

some recent work of Guy’s, a connection with Schneider’s thinking is also revealed. Paper 

Landscape (1975– ) is a work Guy considers a companion to Man with Mirror, made around 

the same time. In Paper Landscape, Guy again uses film and repetition out of phase. In the 

film, Guy tears a white paper screen revealing himself and the landscape behind him. Live, 

he seems to reverse the tearing by painting on to a clear plastic sheet. As he applies white 

paint, the film is revealed. We experience live Guy painting in the screen while ‘film’ Guy 

tears it off, revealing himself in a landscape. In 2016, Guy remade Paper Landscape on 

video. He now performs the super 8 film version and the video version together. 

Guy: It’s a similar thing [to Man with Mirror]. On the film I’m destroying a white 
screen and in the actual performance, I'm building a white screen by painting white 
onto a clear surface, so the screen gradually builds up. But as the film is being 
projected onto it, [in the film] I’m tearing from the bottom, a paper screen, til it’s just 
a hole in the front of the frame which reveals a landscape and myself behind it, yes. 
Oh god, it’s difficult [to describe]! Anyway, so I could call the initial [one a] re-
enactment – or it’s a dialogue between an event which is recorded on film and its live 
enactment or re-enactment in a cinema space or similar kind of space – a dark space 
anyway. 
For Paper Landscape, I did another version last year in Japan. It uses the same 
technique except it uses video … So that’s a kind of reworking of the same piece, the 
same artwork and that's created interesting possibilities. I've shown it three times – 
once on its own, the new version. I’ve shown it once with the earlier version ... and 
recently in Berlin I did the new Japanese version and then I immediately went on to 
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do the 1975 version … shot in London.  
(Guy Sherwin interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 28 minutes) 

There are a number of ways to read this.  

1. Looking at the material traces from these iterations, there is a clear order that 

matches the chronology – the film came first, followed by the video. This is a fact 

born out by the technical characteristics of each medium – the date of the super 8 can 

be identified (for example, by the type of stock) and the format and compression 

system of the video will also indicate a date range for production. 

 

2. When a live performance takes place for the purpose of recording it with a 

camera, it is a misreading to accord the ‘live’ special status. Australian art historian 

Anne Marsh makes this point, noting the ubiquity of performances made for camera 

(2014, 9-10). This situation applies in both Paper Landscape and Man with Mirror. 

The first layer is Guy’s performance made for the camera. But this is only one 

element of the work as a whole. We could say the 1975 work for Paper Landscape is 

the ‘original’ because it was made earlier and because the form of the 2016 work 

follows the same ‘script’. Its content is very similar to the 1975 work other than the 

change of format. Yet now Guy performs the 1975 and 2016 versions together, 

effectively as one work, the 1975 work is an ‘ingredient’ of the work. 

In Guy’s 2016 re-make, now part of a new work that extends from 1975 to 2016, the 

whole 1976 performance has been folded into a new performance, effectively a new 

‘original’. Guy’s intentions de-emphasise distinctions of live from original, and original from 

copy. Part of the pleasure in the performance for audiences is discerning the difference 

between Guy in 1975 and 2016; and between live Guy and his pre-recorded performances.  

To sum up, for those accustomed to dealing with recording media, at first glance we 

expect that live comes first, followed by original recording followed by duplicate recording. 

In the case of Paper Landscape, the chronology of these positions is fluid – the 2016 ‘copy’ 

becomes a new original and it consists of both a live performance and a new original 

recording that is part of the live. Put into practice is Rebecca Schneider’s formulation of zig 

zagging time, the past and the present interpenetrating (Schneider 2011). 
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Mediation as authentic 

The word ‘live’ has taken on an additional meaning in the current era of widespread 

media recording. Philip Auslander argues in his book Liveness that the concept of ‘the live’ 

comes into existence as a result of recording – before recording technologies, the distinction 

of a category ‘live’ was not needed (Auslander 2008, 37-9). Auslander makes a distinction 

between mediated and unmediated experience and this mediated experience is what we think 

of as ‘live’. Furthermore because of our faith in media technologies as evidence gatherers, we 

assign the live, when it is presented to us through media technologies, as real. If a broadcast 

is live, or content is live streamed, we perceive it as unequivocally true (Auslander 2008, 37-

39).  

To say that this mediated live is unequivocally true rests on the claim to truth 

photography makes (it is true because the camera captured it) (Batchen 2001, 139, Marsh 

2003, 72-76). Marsh demonstrates the different ways photographs are constructed but the 

moment of capture is unequivocal (notwithstanding that the print or video can be changed 

and authored after capture). While the scene may be set up, as Guy’s films for Man with 

Mirror and Paper Landscape were, or constructed in other ways, it is still the case that the 

camera records what happened in front of the lens.  

This quality of evidence that documentary traces like photographs (and other 

“records” as archivists would think of them) can afford underpins the work of art historian 

Amelia Jones. She has written extensively about ‘the problematic of experiencing 

performance or body art from a historical distance’ (Jones 1997, 12). In Chapter 1, I briefly  

introduced Jones’ influential 1997 essay, ‘ "Presence" in Absentia: Experiencing 

Performance as Documentation’. Jones was drawn to conceptual and performance art of the 

late 1960s and ‘70s, practices that specifically sought to leave no (or few) material traces. For 

this reason, unlike many other art historians, she could not consult her objects of study in the 

flesh. The artefacts of the works available to her for scholarship were limited to their text-

based and recorded records. I brought up Jones’ essay in Chapter 1 as a counterpoint to 

Peggy Phelan’s idea that for performance to actually be performance, it must disappear. To 

recap, Jones critiques that premise ‘that one had to be there – in the flesh, as it were – to get 

the story right’ (Jones 1997, 11). Her argument is that ‘while the experience of viewing a 

photograph and reading a text is clearly different from that of sitting in a small room 

watching an artist perform, neither has a privileged relationship to the historical “truth” of the 
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performance’ (Jones 1997, 11). She goes on to describe how time to digest and reappraise 

deepens the experience of performance and that even works experienced ‘in the flesh’ are 

viewed ‘through the memory screen’. So Jones’ point is that experience is always mediated 

and ‘being there’ has no special claim to authenticity (Jones affirms her view in a more 

recent publication, Jones 2012, 117). This clarifies that we are not grasping for an ‘original’, 

we are instead working for an experience. So Jones adds weight to re-thinking the usual sense 

of chronology – in her model, the live has no special status. 

Jones introduces the idea that all experience is mediated, a point also taken up by 

essayist Rebecca Solnit. The calibre of what mediates experience is important, along with our 

awareness of that mediation, writes Solnit (2013). Like Jones, she points out that there is no 

such thing as pristine direct experience. ‘A few decades ago, there was a lot of postmodern 

anxiety about the idea that every experience was mediated. The anxious believed that some 

pristine direct experience had fled, as though mediation had not begun ten thousand years ago 

and more, as though it were not part of the world worth looking at and the companionship all 

around even when you are alone, as though you could be outside, and outside was a desirable 

place’ (Solnit 2013, 192). She marks out the importance of what we expose ourselves to and 

how aware we are that mediation is taking place. For her this mediated ‘conversation’ is 

intrinsic, the mediated conversation ‘is you; and if you’re lucky, you’re it, participating in 

making this tangible and immaterial world around us and within you. You build yourself out 

of the materials at hand and those you seek out and choose … out of all this comes your 

contribution to the making of the world, your sentences in the ongoing interchange’ (192).  

She goes into detail about how the world is laid down before we get there. She thinks 

through the chair she sits in and the process that made it followed by the building she sits in, 

the process that designed it and the resources that went into it. Our experience of the world is 

endlessly interleaved: ‘I am, we each are, the inmost of an endless series of Russian dolls; 

you who read are now encased within a layer I built for you, or perhaps my stories are now 

inside you. We live as literally as that inside each other’s thoughts and work, in this world 

that is being made all the time, by all of us, out of beliefs and acts, information and 

materials,’ (Solnit 2013, 192). Laura and TLC have consciously decided to run the rules and 

rigours of Guy’s work, to quite literally ‘try it on’, ‘building’ ourselves from it for a time. As 

Solnit emphasises, because experience is always mediated, the notion of original, pristine 

experience is, and has always been, illusory. 
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So this reassures us against focusing too hard on the ‘original’ of Man with Mirror. 

And Guy’s relationship to Man with Mirror supports this because he continues to perform the 

work, still active with it ‘in the ongoing interchange’ in the ‘making of the world’. If we were 

to attempt to define the ‘pristine’ original, would it be the work from 1976 or 2018? Guy’s 

recent re-make of Paper Landscape (1975/2016–) is a further example of the difficulty of 

defining that ‘original’.  

 

Original might be the wrong language but we do want to keep it 

There are archaeological facts in (Wo)Man with Mirror, ‘desemioticized artifacts’, as 

media archaeology scholar Wolfgang Ernst calls them (Ernst 2002, 108). By this he means 

the archaeological artefacts, the objects themselves with no interpretation attached to them. In 

Man with Mirror this would be the super 8 films, before they are interpreted into 

‘decipherable historical documents’ (Ernst 2002, 110). The footage used by Guy, TLC and 

Laura exists on separate super 8 films as ‘desemioticized artifacts’ deployed when the film is 

projected during performance. It is artefacts like these that are usually subject to the habitual 

response from conservators to keeping stuff. We must now briefly turn our attention to what 

the ‘straight’ museum conservation solution might offer, covered in depth in the next chapter. 

So what has been done for Man with Mirror? Eye Filmmuseum has made 16mm 

copies of the super 8 film.22 The British Artists’ Film and Video Study Collection has records 

about where and when it was performed. Eye will take steps common to the preservation of 

16mm film: consistent low temperature storage, migration to digital formats, duplicates 

provided for use (Ingraville 2015). The applied chemistry of material conservation dictates 

these strategies to keep the record or the object in perpetuity. And we know that the 

conservation profession is re-thinking its engagement with performance-based heritage (of 

which Man with Mirror is an example). An example of a conservator at MOMA ‘learning’ a 

dance work was raised at an international conservation forum on preserving performance in 

Germany in 2016 and further discussed in Melbourne later that year (Wdowin-McGregor 

 

22 A search of the Eye Filmmuseum catalogue shows three collection items for Man with Mirror, a colour reversal super 8, a 
16mm colour internegative and a 16mm colour print.  
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2016). 

Nonetheless, in the case of Man with Mirror, it is not as simple as learning the piece 

because of the interplay between the person in the film and the same person live. Of course it 

is possible to explore the work without the doubling, but remember our intention is to try to 

adhere to the rules and rigours of the work and to date, this focuses on the slip between the 

person in the film and the person performing in the flesh.  

So if we go back to the artefacts for Man with Mirror, Eye has preserved the film that 

features Guy, but who will perform in 2050? One could cast a look alike in that role. My 

conservator husband responded immediately with that solution. And what does that do to the 

work? It allows access to the surface of the work – audiences would see the poetic doubling, 

and experience the uncertainty of film Guy and stand-in Guy as they do now. And they would 

undoubtedly know that stand-in Guy is not the same as the person in the film. It is possible 

audiences could be unaware of this but it seems unlikely as technology will change and the 

anachronistic qualities of 80-year-old film will be unavoidable. 

Schneider discusses the problems for museums about how to preserve ‘work based in 

performance’ in her article ‘Remembering Feminist Remimesis’ (2014). She comments on the 

change in museum practice to embrace live artworks. Where previously, the visitor saw traces 

of the works in photographs and other documentation, the ‘works themselves, live 

performances, appeared impossibly out of reach. But lo and behold, the long-standing 

twentieth-century truism that ephemerality and “disappearance” were the essence of 

performance was altered as museums began to explore, in the early 2000s, what previously 

had been anathema to preservation and historical accuracy: live reenactment’ (Schneider 

2014, 18). She goes on to describe how for some, re-performance ‘smacks of amusement 

park and other “lowly” capitalistic forms of entertainment’ (23), but there it is, presented in 

major art museums. But she hones in on the misalignment that can arise from this attention, 

where artworks originally intended to subvert the whole gallery system are folded back into 

it, with the choices about display and preservation undermining that original intention (22). 

She compares and contrasts block buster art shows by Marina Abramovic (Biesenbach 2010) 

and Cindy Sherman (Norment 2012) with a collaborative grass roots touring archive-

exhibition of feminist art (Knaup and Stammer 2014).  

British film scholar Lucy Reynolds makes a similar point about the expanded cinema 
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revival since 2000. Tate Modern and other institutions have brought audiences to these works 

but Reynolds argues the original work was shaped by the energised ‘mix all the arts’ scene of 

the late 60s and early 70s, made possible by the derelict state of London. ‘The artists chose to 

work in alternative networks … for which these spaces and events were points of 

convergence, rooted in the anti-establishment politics of the period’ (Reynolds 2015, 76). 

Showing these works at the Tate is a far cry from the ‘terrains vagues’ (the ‘interstitial, 

indeterminate places’ (76)) of the London Film-Makers’ Co-op premises where Guy 

developed Man with Mirror. As Annabel Nicolson said: ‘Everywhere the Co-op had been … 

had been semi-derelict … I think the fact that it was so derelict gave us total freedom because 

no one actually cared about what we did’ (Webber 2016, 125). 

Both Reynolds and Schneider’s point about a fit between form and content of the 

work and choices about its preservation and access resonates for Man with Mirror. TLC has 

long been aware of the contribution our practice makes because it operates outside 

institutions. In this work of expanded cinema, leaving it dead on the shelf will commit it to a 

life as a record of a past work, rather than a work that can actually circulate.  

So here we are trying to get a double for Guy in 2050. And we do this to afford 

ourselves an experience of the surface properties of the work, of the poetic doubling of Guy 

in 1976 and his 2050 stand-in. And this means the 1976 film has been preserved and a way to 

present it has been found. But will the stand-in, or the commissioning curator, know how the 

mirror movements should work? As I discussed in the previous chapter, can that person know 

where the hands need to go? I cannot yet draw conclusions but a detailed picture of the 

problem is building up. 

 

Review of the key points 

I must now review the key points, important to hold in mind as we move forward.  

My definition of re-enactment, ‘ “running the rules and rigours of the work” whilst 

alert to inevitable divergence, or failure at sticking to them’, is focused on experiencing 

something from the past using its rules and rigours. While we attempt precision, we know we 

are unlikely to achieve it and we are looking out for where we must diverge.  
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1.  In re-enactment, both the audience and the performers are in a ‘meantime’ between the 

present they materially experience and the historical time of the work from the past, 

which they also experience. My example is the date of Man with Mirror – which year 

do I assign to it? Is it 1976, the year of Guy’s original performance? Or is it the year 

of Guy’s subsequent performances or TLC’s or Laura’s performances?  

 

2.  To re-enact, some ‘bones’ of the work from the past are needed, or in TLC’s case, to 

unearth the rules and rigours.  

 

3.  Thinking of these bones as the ‘original’ is problematic. The goal for Laura (and TLC 

before her) is to experience the work rather than strict adherence or replication of an 

original. Guy’s work jumbles notions of original in any case because where would we 

pinpoint the original – 1976? 2018? 2050? There is the further problem that he may 

still modify or remake Man with Mirror as he has done with a related work Paper 

Landscape. The notion that there can be a pristine original is problematic in any case, 

and as Rebecca Solnit and Amelia Jones’ work shows, any contact with the past is 

mediated through our experience, which takes place in the present.  

 

4.  There is evidence from Rebecca Schneider, Amelia Jones and Rebecca Solnit that we 

can re-think our usual, hierarchical sense of order for contact with sources from the 

past that positions archives at the top. Where performance is involved and there is a 

‘set of performatives’ as there is for Man with Mirror, rather than keeping the record 

of each individual performance, we want to strengthen and keep the set of 

performatives. Earlier in this chapter Lucas said that the first step in the re-enactment 

process is ‘proof of concept’ to preserve the experience of the work, and one goal of 

the user’s manual was to record the Man with Mirror performatives in a repeatable 

form. For Man with Mirror, this is the goal of the user’s manual. We will discuss that 

in detail in the next chapter, comparing Laura’s experience of transmission in person 

from TLC with that of another group of artists using just the manual. 
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Laura applies Greg Dening’s idea of ‘performance’, locating her unique performance of 

Man with Mirror  

I have said that proclaiming an ‘original’ is problematic. To explain this further, TLC 

and now Laura, acknowledge the lineage from Man with Mirror but this is different from 

proclaiming ‘original’.  

The purpose of Laura’s piece Woman with Man with Mirror and TLC’s (Wo)Man 

with Mirror is to explore Man with Mirror as a set of rules and rigours. By refining them and 

carrying them out as faithfully as possible, we can see something of ourselves. Like a thumb 

print in negative, it is a legible outline and, working from the outline, we get a feel for what it 

looks like but we know we cannot comprehend it fully. As our knowledge develops, the 

image of the thumb print becomes positive, its complexity and uniqueness increasingly 

intelligible.  

By refining and carrying out the rules and rigours as faithfully as possible, where 

deviation arises, it is purposeful deviation, it has been customised. I choose the word 

customised for its implication that changes occur to make something a better fit for a 

particular individual or task. So Woman with Man with Mirror (Laura’s piece) and (Wo)Man 

with Mirror (TLC’s) acknowledge their predecessor but still claim originality for themselves. 

The interpretive material, the copy of the manual TLC gives audiences and the audio in 

Laura’s piece, invite audiences to know about both the earlier work and the new work. But in 

performance this discussion falls away, the rules and rigours are performed – the work itself. 

In place of customisation, could the word ‘replication’ be used? Historian Greg 

Dening criticises the concept of replication because it tries to duplicate, making no effort to 

interpret. His example is the Nixon White House tapes – eight hours of recordings takes eight 

hours to listen to, there is zero interpretation – none of the truth of history in it (Dening 1993, 

89).  

Imagine the conservator hiring a Guy look alike in 2050. The institution’s intention 

would be to replicate Guy’s performance, to try to repeat it as Guy performed it (would they 

choose 1976 or 2019? Guy at 70 or at 28?). Laura draws her audience’s attention to the 

lineage of Man with Mirror while giving a recognisably faithful rendition of it. Would the 
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institution replicating Man with Mirror with a Guy look-alike deflect attention from the 

process to stage the work, instead inviting audiences to be absorbed in interplay between film 

Guy and his look-alike?  

From this example of a Guy-look-alike in 2050, replication (Middle English from the 

Latin replicate ‘fold back, repeat’ in the Oxford English Dictionary (2018)) seems to 

downplay or hide the process to bring the work to life, the present moment rendered as 

invisible as possible. This creates reliability issue for audiences – the forces that shape the 

presentation here and now are hidden from the audience – they cannot build up a picture for 

themselves nor judge for themselves. They must trust that the algorithm that produces the 

replication is accurate and appropriate. 

And it brings forward and frames in only some aspects of the historical present. For 

example even amongst the hardcore war re-enactors Rebecca Schneider interviewed, it is a 

‘relative pain’ they’re after – they do not actually want to catch dysentery or receive a fatal 

wound (Schneider 2011, 53). Those who attend re-enactments as ‘audience’ know this too. 

Schneider compellingly describes observing the fields of the ‘dead’ getting up when the re-

enactment is over: 

… the various cadavers strewn about the field would get up, dust off, and, quite 
simply, return to camp ... without the dismay of failure (that is, they did not seem 
dismayed that they had not achieved the status of “real” cadavers!) … I did not 
expect the simplicity, the gentle awkwardness of the collective climb to knees, to 
feet, and back to upright. Nor the strange satisfaction in the slow progress of the 
troops of the dead, now tired, to camp. (Schneider 2011, 53) 

At stake in replication is that elements of the situation are hidden and that the ‘real’ that 

emerges in the mismatch cannot slip out.  

 

The distinction between re-enactment and replication – Greg Dening 

I just introduced ethno-historian Greg Dening’s dismissal of replication. He makes 

that argument to dismiss re-enactment. When re-enactment replicates, it ‘squeezes everything 

else out’ in ‘stultifying nostalgia’ (Dening 1993, 89). To understand Dening’s words, we 

need to understand his views on history-making. They chime in accord with my description 

of TLC’s efforts to experience works through re-enactment.  
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Dening’s essay ‘The Theatricality of History-making and the Paradoxes of Acting’ 

works through some of his credo on writing history (1993). His issue with replication goes to 

the heart of his practice of ‘history making’ (the term he uses to describe the work of the 

historian). Dening’s is not a blanket dismissal of re-enactment. He describes his own moving 

encounter with the replica of the ship Endeavour (Dening 1997, 34). More importantly, he 

has enthusiastically described work to re-enact Pacific voyaging that reconnected Pacific 

peoples with ‘their living culture as a metaphoric thing’.23  

For Dening, there is a paradox in ‘history making’. To achieve the historian’s goal of 

truth (Dening 2002, 22) involves both re-presenting (bringing again into the present) and 

representing (standing in for) the past. This requires a sense of theatre, calling on a  

paradoxical performance consciousness, an ‘authorial presence’ (Dening 1993, 85). The 

reader/audience needs to both be conscious of the author but absorbed in the story and the 

author needs to be present for the reader while also standing back and allowing the story to 

unfold. This requires reflective observation, a sense that narrations ‘are to somebody as well 

as of something’ (Dening 1993, 89; italics in the original).  

In my reading of Dening, he starts his encounters with the surface of what was 

actually going on, which he distinguishes from ‘what really happened’, an unknowable 

conjecture (Dening 1993, 77). Some of what was actually going on can be discerned from the 

documentary traces combined with an effort to run those traces both through eyes other than 

our own (‘crossing a beach’ as Dening says (2002, 22)), while at the same time, aware that 

effort will always be coloured by our own specific, individual vision.  

Dening’s intention is to set aside habituated knowledge and values that inevitably 

accompany us when we consult cultural material from the past. Instead Dening advocates that 

the historian should try to actually ‘see’ what is going on, recounting that with full awareness 

of one’s own presence, here now.  

 

23 In Dening’s 2008 article on Tupaia’s map, he describes Ben Finney’s ‘re-enactment voyaging’ with Hokule’a, a traditional 
Hawai’ian sailing canoe in which Finney crisscrossed the Sea of Islands (the Pacific) to prove the intentional settlement of 
the Islands by island peoples. Dening goes on to describe how the re-enactment voyages became ‘empowering metaphors of 
identity’ and he recounts one particularly significant gathering of Island nations where the coming together, in part as a 
result of Hokule’a’s voyaging, gave those gathered a rejuvenating and empowering (my adjectives) view of ‘their living 
culture as a metaphoric thing’ (Dening 2008, 152). So contrary to the views of others (Johnson 2015, for example), I would 
suggest that to try to position Dening specifically on re-enactment misses his point about the task of history-making. 
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Seeing what ‘actually happened’ is particularly vexed for him working on a double-

visioned history in Oceania. By double-visioned, he means history making that accounts for 

both the ‘Natives’ and the ‘Strangers’. In Oceania, as in many parts of the world, the sources 

are one-sided, so the ‘silences must be there, not as emptiness, but, in Paul Valéry’s words, 

“the active presence of absent things” ’ (Valéry 1970 quoted in Dening 1993, 82). Dening 

describes the way to do this is through an idiom of self-conscious parsing of the archives, 

running the archives through the matrix of his own particular conditions, a process he calls 

‘crossing a beach’.  

He explains this through his understanding of experience. It (experience) is 

‘something reflected upon, something pulled out of the flow of things … I’d like to call it, 

here, limen, threshold, or in a metaphor that has occupied my attention through many years, a 

beach. I want to say that to perform the past we must cross a beach in some way’ (Dening 

2002, 8). 

Why must I worry about Dening? In the past decade, creative practice has been 

swamped with re-enactment. Key discussions of this phenomenon are in the work of Rebecca 

Schneider and Amelia Jones but the roll call is massive: Auslander (1999/2008), Jones and 

Heathfield (2012), Lepecki (2010, 2016), Lütticken and Allen (2005) and more recently in 

Australia includes Anne Marsh (2014) (and theses by Alina Hoyne (2009), Alex Martinis Roe 

(2010) and performance artist Diana Smith (2017), with exhibitions curated by Anneke 

Jaspers (2009) and Angela Goddard and Robert Leonard (2009)). Also significant in Australia 

was the exhibition 13 Rooms, staging re-enactments of iconic performance art works 

(Biesenbach and Obrist, 2013).24 Missing for me in this writing is commentary from the 

discipline of history on this practice other than the oft quoted work of historian Vanessa 

Agnew (who draws attention to scholarship by Sydney historian Stephen Gapps (2003)) 

(Agnew 2004; 2007). So I must pay attention to Dening for his scholarly credentials. 

Secondly, the curiosity that motivated Dening to find ways to produce an encounter 

for his readers with the past resonates strongly with TLC’s approach. Dening: ‘no one learns 

the truth by being told it. Everyone needs to experience the truth in some way’ (2002, 8). 

 

24 TLC performed (Wo)Man with Mirror in the public program ‘The Parlour’ that accompanied the exhibition, April 19, 
2013. 13 Rooms might itself be understood as a re-enactment of 11 Rooms, initially commissioned by Manchester 
International Festival, the International Arts Festival RUHRRIENNALE 2012 - 2014 and Manchester Art Gallery 
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Dening has lucidly described the performance work of the historian and he emphatically 

restates that task as one of being present now with the actuality of the past. He goes into 

detail about the process of being an observer, a conscious witness of the archives he reads. He 

describes that observation as a performance of its own, ‘my cultural antennae are at their 

peak when I am observing’, alert for difference and alert to the connectedness of things 

(2002, 4).  

There are clear parallels for me between Rebecca Schneider’s work and that of 

Dening. Schneider’s work engages deeply with the interval that is particular to performance, 

the ‘in the meantime’ between then and now that Schneider demonstrated to us through the 

syncopated time experienced by Gertrude Stein, in the theatre, and by Civil War re-enactors,  

who are not in the Civil War but also ‘not not’ in the Civil War. It strikes me that Dening’s 

poetics of history is also absolutely taken up with this double vision in which performance 

consciousness is essential. ‘Histories, transformations of the past into expressions … are a 

present social reality. Histories always have this double entendre … [they] are metaphors of 

the past … [and] metonymies of the present’ (Dening 1996, 37; italics in the original). By 

metonymies he means shorthand we use right now in the present that stands in for the longer 

story from the past. ‘We read or hear histories in this double way’ where the present ‘has 

being’ through the shorthand of our ‘coded public forms’ that represent the past (Dening 

1996, 37-8). I must also touch in once again with Bolter and Grusin’s concept of remediation, 

that we have the cultural capacity to look both at and through cultural material at the same 

time. For Dening it is not about a faithful account of ‘original sources’. He is damning of 

what he calls academic history, enslaved to its sources, unable to perform history for its 

audiences (Dening 1993, 89). Instead the historian’s performance of those sources is 

required.  

Can I give an example of Dening’s meaning? Let us think about the user’s manual as 

a history of Man with Mirror. It is a present social reality because we encounter it now. It 

condenses and represents the past as a ‘story’ of TLC’s experience of Man with Mirror. The 

user’s manual is not a one for one replication of Guy’s work. It re-presents (both represents 

and brings into the present) the story of Guy’s Man with Mirror through the lens of TLC’s 

experience of it. Recall my earlier discussion of Rebecca Schneider’s point that efforts to 

faithfully copy produce a slippage. Within that slippage something real emerges from re-

enactment: ‘by bringing time again and again out of joint into theatrical, even anamorphic, 
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relief presents the real, the actual, the raw and the true as, precisely, the zigzagging, diagonal, 

and crookedly imprecise returns of time' (Schneider 2011, 16). 

 Dening continues: ‘The present – social reality, the structures of our living – has 

being through representations of the past in coded public forms. We read or hear histories in 

this double way. We know in them both a present and a past’ (1996, 37-8). This is the not not 

that Schneider identified, the encounter in the user’s manual both is Man with Mirror and is 

not Man with Mirror.  

Dening goes further, asserting that there is a double meaning in ‘presenting the past’, 

the meaning of both representing the past and making it present. It ‘will always imply 

bringing past and present together’ (Dening 1996, xiv). Recall here Schneider’s ‘and/both’.  

And finally, Dening spent his life at work on the encounter between Pacific ‘Natives’ 

and Euro-American ‘Strangers’ and arrived at a credo of connectedness (1996, 124; 2002, 7; 

Gibson 2015, 5-6). The stakes in Dening’s work are incomparable with Man with Mirror, 

writing as he did about events of cultural encounter and ‘discovery’ in the Sea of Islands (the 

Pacific), events so terrible that there are some he still cannot tell ‘even after all these years of 

telling … without a catch in the throat’ (1996, Plate 12 caption). Connectedness, the 

importance of experiencing the past and the value of knowledges from and of the body align 

in Dening. These three properties also resonate with Laura’s task with the user’s manual.  

For me, perhaps the credo from Dening (reiterated in Gibson 2015, 6) is that the past 

can surprise us. If we observe what is actually happening, as the ethnographer does, then we 

wonder anew. What we thought we saw was different from what was actually taking place.  

Dening is also important for the archivist. History and archives are traditional 

disciplinary bedfellows (Blouin and Rosenberg 2011, 14-16). For archivists at work in the 

modern era, that is to say, not dealing in medieval manuscripts, historians are one client 

group among many. Archivists can never get away from the fact of traces, just as the 

photographer can never get away from the trace of the photograph. And Anne Marsh’s work 

is important here because she inserts the legitimate argument that photographs are often both 

constructed and altered (Marsh 2014, 16; 28). In turn, this unsettles the authenticity claim to 

all material indexes, for example that a record can stand in for an action or a photograph of a 

cup can stand in for the cup. This brings me back to Dening and his performances, always a 

knitting, a syncopation between us, here now and our reading of the surfaces of ‘what 
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actually happened’ which Dening astutely differentiates from ‘what really happened’ (Dening 

1993, 77). And that these performances of history are purposeful, choreographed for you the 

reader.  

So what does this all mean for my quest? 

Dening puts some useful ideas into words. As cultural studies scholar Ross Gibson set 

out in his oration on Dening’s work (Gibson 2015), the task of the historian is to bring to life 

for the audience (in Dening’s work, this is a reader), what actually happened and to trip 

illumination, or understanding, for the reader through the writing. Gibson writes, quoting 

Dening, ‘finding “the right word”, to imagine the expression that gives the experience of a 

shift in understanding … to bring revelation’ (Gibson 2015, 12). And in working from what 

‘actually’ was, Dening is running a form of rules and rigours that both reveal his performance 

and the performance as it actually was, but clearly positioned within his, Dening’s, 

performance of that material. So what is critical for my work here now with you is that 

Dening owns up to his own presence, focuses his efforts on the residue as faithfully as 

possible while remaining alert to the limits of what he can know about those past 

performances. 

With this awareness, let us now review Laura using TLC’s method to run the rules 

and rigours of Guy’s piece. Laura and TLC can never be Guy but they seek to run the rules 

and rigours of Guy’s work as TLC have discerned them. TLC and Laura are alert to their own 

presence and are consciously drawing on what their presence must contribute to those rules 

and rigours. For TLC this is a doubling of the performance to include two people. For Laura, 

among other things, it became a question of including the labour of the group around her in 

her hero film.  

  

Applying learnings on ‘unique instantiation’ to Laura  

Capturing the group in Laura’s film 

Let us look now at Laura at work on Day 2 of her time with TLC learning from the 

user’s manual. Here she is in conversation with me while Lucas and Peter Humble prepare 

elsewhere. We are observed by anthropologist Diana. In this sequence Laura and I review 

video footage we shot of her rehearsing in preparation for her super 8 film shoot. Laura 
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discusses documenting the presence of TLC, Peter and Diana by capturing them in the 

reflections in her mirror during the shoot. They will then always be part of Laura’s ‘hero 

film’, the super 8 of her moving outdoors with the mirror that she will project back onto 

herself as she performs live.  

Laura: That seems a bit fast [referring to herself moving in the video footage]. 
Louise: It’s your improv section though. 

[on screen Lucas: ‘coming up to one minute now’.] 
Laura: I think it’s important that you’re all seen in the mirror. 

Louise: Interesting, that’s kind of our biggest point of decision, isn’t it, to date. 
Laura: Yeah but it’s like the relevance of me being here to work with you. Like, it’s 
not me on my own with a camera – 
Louise: – definitely good to show the mechanics. I mean I think something we [TLC] 
always seem to be gravitating towards is revealing the mechanics. 
Laura: Yeah. 

Louise: So that’s the most efficient way to reveal them. 
Laura: Because that’s the thing with this work, there’s no off set … 

Louise: No off screen, yeah. 
(Laura Hindmarsh and Louise Curham, morning, Sunday 20 March 2016, transcript, 
4-6 minutes) 
 

A short while later Lucas and I discuss this further. 
 
Louise: So Laura’s opting for the idea that we’re reflected in the mirror, as a record 
of us being able to show this process. 

Lucas: Mmm, sure [positive agreement]. 
Louise: Which is interesting. Interesting how once again these decisions emerge, 
don’t they? 
Lucas: Hmm and also when you … when the initial concept has been proved – proof 
of concept has been achieved, now we’re in a position to be a bit more, to muck 
around with it, right?  
Louise: That’s right, to think about it a bit more. Yeah. Yeah, that’s interesting in 
terms of the passing on process that you need to reach [an understanding of the] 
concept so it’s clear to all of us what the work is. Laura actually knows what it is and 
she can make choices about it, differently. 
Lucas: Or in her case, she could also argue that it’s entirely in keeping with the spirit 
of the original work and therefore not a departure at all 

Louise: But she’s making that decision from knowledge of the work in toto … 
Peter: [responding to the video footage] I like those glimpses … 
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Laura: … yeah, of the whole production crew [seeing Lucas, Louise, Diana and Peter 
reflected in the mirror].  
(Louise Curham, Lucas Ihlein, Peter Humble and Laura Hindmarsh, morning, Sunday 
20 March 2016, video transcript, 13-14 minutes) 

 

Laura wants to show the work of transmission in progress, to reveal that we were all 

present. As she says it was not just her alone with the camera producing this, as we 

understand Guy did back on Hampstead Heath in 1976. Lucas comments that once Laura 

understands the work she can decide if things are in the spirit of the work but she needs to 

build that understanding first.  

Laura’s impulse to show the work going on ‘off screen’ strengthens the links to 

critical impulses of expanded cinema. As I have written elsewhere (Curham 2004), the 

ambition of this form was to address the ‘givens of cinema’ or as Andrew Uroskie has 

described it, the ‘situation’ of cinema (Uroskie 2014, 14). You will recall in Chapter 1, I 

introduced key aspects of expanded cinema. Rather than immersion and absorption in 

narrative, forgetting oneself in the black box, expanded cinema’s provocation was to draw 

attention to the event as it took place – the interplay of technology, space and audience. So in 

showing the ‘off screen’, Laura draws attention to the labour and situation that is producing 

the experience for the audience.  

Louise: Tell us what you were thinking about the mirror?… 
Peter: … the suggestion is that right at the end when [Laura] walks towards us with 
the mirror facing that I have the mirror over my face behind the camera … 
Laura: I like it that I reveal the cameraman. 

Peter: Yeah, maybe just the cameraman’s better, I don’t know. 
Laura: And maybe at that point you’re just like locked with the viewfinder but there’s 
sort of this thing about each time I reveal you guys, you’re in various forms of work– 
Lucas: – everyone’s working 
Laura: – whether it’s documenting or looking at the phone or – there are these 
various levels of production.  
(Louise Curham, Peter Humble, Laura Hindmarsh and Lucas Ihlein, Sunday 20 
March 2016, video transcript, 23-24 minutes) 

 
So the divergence from Guy’s work that Laura had in mind was to capture in her super 8 the 
group of ‘helpers’ that surrounded her. 
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Laura during her super 8 film shoot, 20 March 2016, Canberra. Left to right: Peter Humble, Louise Curham, 
Laura Hindmarsh, Lucas Ihlein (in mirror reflection), Diana Glazebrook. Photograph by Lucas Ihlein. 

 

As we rushed through the shoot to beat the pending cloud cover, there was no time to 

choreograph the group’s off-screen positions so Laura’s mirror would capture them for the 

camera. The final super 8 reveals only Peter, seen in Laura’s mirror, as he works behind the 

camera. 

So let us evaluate this in terms of my emerging argument in this chapter: that 

through re-enactment, Laura experiences her unique instantiation of the material and 

that is the point of doing it. She is running the rules and rigours of the work and she is 

running them specifically on herself. Her physical situation, logistical situation and her own 

interests and concerns all come to bear on her choices. She starts with attempting precision in 

carrying out the rules and rigours but she is alert to where she must diverge and she is 

actively looking for her points of divergence. As she said, her re-enactment has the potential 

‘to stray really far from Man with Mirror’ because her ‘interests in recreating work are 

different’ to TLC’s (19 March 2016, transcript, 11 minutes). As she prepared to perform the 

work some months later, she was quite clear she was looking for customisations, ‘I really 

wanted to find my own version of the work in the way that Lucas and Louise perform it as 
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(Wo)Man with Mirror and I wanted it  to be a direct link back to the original but almost my 

own version’ (Laura interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 19 minutes). 

I said Laura’s physical situation, logistical situation and her own interests and 

concerns all come to bear on her choices, all part of her habitus, as we discussed in the 

previous chapter. The customisation I just discussed of her capturing the labour of the group 

in her film did not happen in the end – only the camera person, Peter, appears. The principal 

customisation that did emerge was the voice track Laura added. The specifics of her habitus 

were at play, shaping the decisions that led to this customisation. In her art practice Laura has 

worked with forms of re-enactment before. Drawing on this experience, she was aware that 

for this performance, she wanted to emphasise its lineage and share it with audiences. 

I started to think about how I present that work external to you guys [TLC]. I’ve 
always felt conscious of it being someone else’s work. I often reference other 
artists in my work, so it’s familiar territory for me, but this was a direct 
enactment as opposed to taking something and undoing it or undermining it. So I 
was trying to find a way to embed its history into the work, so the work, the 
history and the context of it were more performative than having an explanation 
every time.  

The specifics of her relationship with Man with Mirror were also in her mind, such as 
being young and female:  

I was picking up on all these links between the history of the work in terms of that 
Guy was my age when he filmed it, and the fact that I’ve been back and forth 
from the UK [to Australia] and my relationship with you guys [TLC] … [there 
was] this ongoing bouncing back of ideas has brought me to this moment … it 
was also bringing up questions I had myself of what it is to be a young female 
artist re-enacting this work, to be an Australian and to have the Australian 
landscape in it. So it sort of embedded its own history and I thought that maybe 
this would be a way to perform the work to an audience that was really 
unfamiliar with it.  

(Laura Hindmarsh, 25 January 2017, audio transcript, 12-14 minutes) 

I now track Laura as she develops the voice track, and it emerges that Laura’s specific 

experience of running the rules and rigours of Man with Mirror contributes more information 

about both the ‘original’ and Laura’s particular situation. 

The voice track emerges as Laura’s customisation 

I first need to explain what the ‘voice track’ is. During the filming of Laura’s super 8 

film, Lucas stood just out of frame near Laura, calling out the instructions to her from the 

manual while he consulted a timer, as Lucas and I had done for each other in 2009. 
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Lucas 'performs' the manual's instructions for Laura while she shoots her super 8 film, photo Louise Curham. 

 

After the first rehearsal, Lucas asked Laura how she found his cueing: 

Laura: I think your instructions really help when you call out, like ‘ten seconds until 
you return to the front’ … I was relying on that a lot because I thought I could 
memorise it but when you’re there holding [the mirror], it really helps because you’re 
thinking what the next movement is. I thought I’d count it but then it’s like counting to 
400 – 
Louise: It’s surprising how much there is to retain in your brain, isn’t there.  

Lucas: Does it also help with managing your energy and stuff? 
Laura: Yeah, because you know you’ve got a minute and a half to go.  
(Laura Hindmarsh, Louise Curham and Lucas Ihlein, morning, Sunday 20 March 
2016, transcript, 20-22 minutes) 

 

Through the process of re-enactment Laura was on the look-out for her customisation 

but she did not just ‘decide’ the voice track was the element she would focus on, it emerged 

from the process. At the start of this chapter I told the story that after Laura’s super 8 shoot, 

she and TLC shot a version on 16mm. In this process, both Lucas and I were busy operating 

hand-wound 16mm cameras, unavailable to ‘call’ the instructions to Laura. So Lucas 

recorded the timed instructions for Laura as an ‘audio cue’, which she played back while we 
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filmed the 16mm. It was this track that Laura stumbled upon some months later, as she 

prepared to perform the work in London and it was then that the idea of performing with an 

audio track emerged. 

Laura’s habitus contributes to the voice track emerging as a customisation 

The voice track that Laura adds to Man with Mirror finds its origins in this practical 

tool that formed part of the re-enactment process. It combined with all the factors of her 

situation. There were some key factors she reported in her interview with Diana (November 

2016). 

1.  Laura wanted to tell the audience the lineage. 

2.  She was conscious of what distinguished her from Guy, bringing a work based on his 

piece to their shared community in London – that she is younger, female and 

Australian, and has encountered the work through TLC.  

3.  The year of Laura’s performance, 2016, was an important year for the film community 

Laura and Guy are part of in London. It was the 50th anniversary of the London Film- 

Makers’ Co-operative, the group in which Guy developed Man with Mirror back in 

1976. While Laura does not mention this specifically, it was present in the public 

culture of London in 2016, for example through events at the large art museums. 

4.  Laura was mindful that she and TLC had planned from the start of their work together 

that Laura would add an ‘insert’ to the user’s manual from her experience. 

It took some time for the voice track idea to gel for Laura. Initially, she explored 

adding a ‘lecture’, explaining the lineage from Guy, to TLC to Laura. But when the first 

performance was to be for the London film community intimately familiar with Man with 

Mirror, that seemed overkill to Laura. She discusses the track with Lucas: 

Laura: I came across that audio track that you made for coaching me and I was 
picking up on things like that and how it was rote learning … it was that podcast 
idea of trying to learn something through being coached on a track. 

Lucas: Like guided meditation. 

Laura: Yeah, instructional. And it was quite calming and therapeutic. A familiar 
voice and the Australian landscape, like a nice experience, I was enjoying it … I 
wanted it to be for myself, a support for myself performing as much as I wanted it 
to be something for the audience to understand what’s going on. And that’s the 
other thing, I’ve showed digital documentation of Guy’s work to enough people to 
know that people don’t automatically cotton on to what’s happening. So I wanted 
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it to be descriptive of how intentional the moves of the performer are … I wanted 
them to know it was a task-based exercise … [that] it wasn’t just me up there 
deciding. That there was a form, that I was performing a role that had been 
dictated by the task.  

Lucas: That there was a procedure.  

Laura: Yeah, that was the main thing … it was an intentional movement. But 
largely I think the decision was trying to embed that history into it. I went from 
having written that script of the history of the work to then just making it into this 
track as an auto cue for recreating your own version of Guy Sherwin’s Man with 
Mirror. And then it moves into ‘I’ll mark you, go and press record on the camera 
or if you’re now performing go and press play on the projector’. And then I count 
them in and give them ten seconds to press play and get into their prime position.  

(Laura Hindmarsh and Lucas Ihlein, 25 January 2017, audio transcript 9-15 minutes) 

Laura pinpointed that the track helps audiences decode the performance. It helps them 

understand both aspects of it as a re-enactment, as a set of pre-existing rules and as a work 

that has a history. Also important is her explanation that it is useful to future manual users. 

And it links to her experience with TLC, in so far as rather then her ‘consulting’ the manual 

herself, Lucas ‘performed’ it for her while she filmed. She now performs the instructions 

both for herself and for her audiences. 

Turning towards usual preservation – the voice track is re-recorded for each performance; 
the work is forgiving 

Customisation happens not just at the level of Laura distinguishing her work from 

Man with Mirror. Laura evolved a practice of re-recording the voice track each time she 

performs, distinguishing each performance of Woman with Man with Mirror from its 

predecessors. Customisation performance by performance is significant for the next chapter. I 

will look at the manual in detail and how Man with Mirror is strengthened by both the 

customisation and the repetitions. Laura gives us evidence that each performance can include 

elements that are consciously different from the last, yet the work continues to be Woman 

with Man with Mirror (her performance) with Man with Mirror within it, pointed out through 

Laura’s voice track.  

There is one final example of variation we will look at before we turn to the manual 

and strengthening Man with Mirror through repeating it.  
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The super 8 fault  

Laura’s performance in London included an error she was surprised her cognoscenti 

audience did not pick up. This taught her that Man with Mirror is ‘forgiving’, as she later 

reports. It is able to withstand quite significant variation while still delivering an experience 

for an audience of the poetic doubling guided by rules and rigours.  

Laura: I had a digital error, I'm sure I told you about this! When I decided to do 
the audio track for the work … I had a digital copy. The timing seemed different 
to the script that I'd written but I thought, oh well, I'll go with what I've got. So I 
created the audio track to fit [the digital copy], to match myself performing. And 
when I got to London, I'm in the cinema space and we put it on the super 8 
projector and then I realised that my timing was all out because [the digital 
copy] was at 18 frames not 24 so my 9 minutes was now 6 minutes.  

Lucas: So your digital version only goes for 6 minutes whereas your super 8 
projection goes for 9 minutes so you ran out of instructions too early … you got 
out of sync. 

(Laura Hindmarsh and Lucas Ihlein, 24 January 2017, part 2 of audio transcript, 1-2 

minutes) 

Laura’s audio instructions ran out at 6 minutes but her super 8 film kept going to 9 

minutes. In performance, Laura followed her voice track, stopping her performance at 6 

minutes as her mis-timed audio track instructed. Even amongst that informed audience, no 

one commented. 

So the key point from this unintended error is that Laura learnt more about the 

essential ingredients of Man with Mirror. Where TLC observed the timings as necessary 

rules and rigours, Laura’s audience of Man with Mirror connoisseurs did not notice that she 

cut a third off the performance. This is new information for Laura and also for TLC. It does 

not necessarily mean the duration of the work is now open but it does provide evidence that 

for that audience in that context, it did not draw attention to itself. Laura reported back on the 

screening: 

Louise: I think it’s fantastic that your first opportunity to do something with it 
was there in London at this moment in time [50th anniversary year of the London 
Film-Makers’ Co-op, part of the community in which Guy originally made Man 
with Mirror] … what was the vibe, how did you feel about it? Were you feeling 
energised afterwards or was it sort of–  

Laura: –it was a really great screening. It was packed out … it was a really good 
energy … everyone was really convivial and enjoying themselves, there was a bit 
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of banter … it’s a very short cinema space, that’s why it’s called Close Up … it 
was like a really energising, positive experience because people responded really 
well to it. 

(Laura Hindmarsh, transcript from Skype call with author, 22 September 2016, 
12-13 minutes) 

Laura’s experience in London that the change to the duration did not matter, even to 

her highly attuned audience, provides a neat segue to our next chapter. TLC had considered 

the timing set by Guy as part of the rules and rigours of the work, but Laura’s experience at 

Close Up suggests that is not essential to the ‘DNA’ of the work. We will now turn to look at 

this idea of the rules and rigours as ‘DNA’. We will take a close look at the user’s manual and 

we will explore what happened to the artists who used only the manual, with no support from 

TLC.  

This discussion of the manual will also turn me back to archives, materials 

conservation and heritage. Rebecca Schneider has given us the idea that the past and the 

present co-constitute each other and that for gestural things, the repetition is itself a record, 

evidence that gestural form continues. But as indicated in my analysis of the resources 

needed to carry out re-enactment, we do need ‘bones’ to re-enact with. Where might they be 

found?  

The/ key batch of data for this discussion is the ‘manual only’ artists in New Zealand 

who got right down to work and explored Guy’s choreography, replacing the mirror with a 

television monitor and live feed, largely ignoring the mirror. In the data, we will also return to 

Canberra and Laura’s performances there, including one with me and my mother Valerie. 

These different data sources are the focus of a discussion of the DNA of Man with Mirror and 

the user’s manual as a carrier for it. What exactly does the manual capture? This is a key 

point in resolving what using it achieves, and therefore what it gives back to Man with 

Mirror. 

Finally to firmly orient my quest, I proclaim this coda on what use returns to 

collections, illuminated by Man with Mirror from this detailed discussion of re-enactment: 

what is valuable in the re-enactment process is uncovering what is unique to the re-enactor or 

the user, in that push-pull between their situation and the rules and rigours of the work.



 

  

Chapter 4 
Understanding 
(Wo)Man with Mirror 
A User’s Manual 

 

 

In this chapter I look closely at what the rules and 
rigours of Man with Mirror are as set down in (Wo)Man 
with Mirror A User’s Manual. I explore if we can 
categorically define Man with Mirror, identifying its 
‘DNA’, and if the user’s manual carries that definition. 
Through the case study of the New Zealand artists 
working without TLC, compared to a performance with 
my mother Valerie and Laura, I evaluate what the 
manual delivers. Applying the findings of this ‘cross-
referencing exercise’, I thus generate the conclusions to 
my research quest, as I gain a fresh understanding of 
how use contributes new and valuable knowledge back 
to the archive. 
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In the public discussions following our performances, we have often 

employed the metaphor of genetic structure – the idea of a fundamental DNA 

code – to ask what changes might be possible while still retaining the work’s 

“essence” or identity. (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 35) 

 

This quote from an essay by Teaching and Learning Cinema (TLC, Lucas Ihlein and 

me) reveals that the notion of DNA comes up often when TLC discusses (Wo)Man with 

Mirror with audiences. Lucas and I had conceptualised DNA as a set of properties that 

delivers Man with Mirror. The in-depth investigations of Chapters 2 and 3 deepen that 

concept of DNA, showing us that those properties do not operate alone, they operate in the 

contextual situation of the person engaging with them.  

The purpose of this chapter is to investigate what seems to be a common sense 

understanding that there must be specific elements, or ‘bones’ that make up Man with Mirror 

– without them, the work is not Man with Mirror.  

What are these specific elements or ‘bones’ and can we construe them as ‘DNA’?  

The difficulties with specifying these elements are already emerging as we have 

detected from Laura’s super 8 fault where an element TLC considered core, its duration, can 

be varied. 

Comparing Laura’s experience with artists working with just the manual 

Did Laura use the manual? She reported to Diana that she had seen the manual and 

had a copy of it before work started with TLC. However, the manual content she needed 

while she worked with TLC, she explains, ‘were more sort of performed by Lucas and 

Louise. So even though the instructions, the timing instructions, are in the manual, it was 

very much I experienced them through Lucas reading them out to me, sort of in this coaching 

role’ (Laura interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 19 minutes). The manual 

was used ‘almost as an instruction sheet’. And Laura relied on more than the performance of 

the instructions. She reports to Diana, ‘I found it really important to work not just solely with 

the manual’. Other inputs she cites are video documentation online of Guy performing, email 

exchanges with Lucas and Louise leading up to the work and then working together at 

Urambi, ‘I feel like I have this privileged position of direct contact with [Lucas and Louise], 
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getting access to knowledge that they may have figured out but forgotten to put in or 

excluded. Or it comes up only when you start thinking about the certain framing of the work 

and then you remember that this type of equipment has a certain quirk and you need to factor 

in these things’ (Laura interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 3-4 minutes). As 

Laura said to Diana, ‘it would be interesting for someone to just take it on who had had no 

connection to Lucas and Louise and just sort of see if that document is strong enough 

instructions to then recreate this work’ (November 2016, 3 minutes). 

I had the same awareness that a deeper understanding of how the manual operated 

would come from comparing Laura’s experiences with a ‘control’ experiment involving a 

user working without assistance from TLC. So as Laura’s work started with TLC, I contacted 

some artists in New Zealand. Some time later, Sean Curham (a performance artist trained 

originally in choreography, he is also my brother) started work with writer-curator Melissa 

Lang and filmmaker Joe Jowitt.  

Cut to Auckland, New Zealand, late 2016. Sean and his colleagues are at work. As he 

explains, they quickly made a decision to use only digital technology, capturing a live image 

on a modified television monitor. Sean described their approach to Diana as rickety, do-it-

yourself, ‘manky’. 

The immediate response from Sean’s collaborators to the manual was to explore how 

they might deviate from it. However, despite the manual’s imperfections, the New Zealand 

team do use it. Melissa, the writer-curator in Sean’s group, describes the instructions as both 

‘prescriptive and not prescriptive’. Later Joe concurs with Melissa. He goes on to wonder if 

the group are collaborators or participants: ‘there’s a rule structure right, and we’re kind of 

operating within it, so we can play the game, but we don’t get to make the rules.’ As the 

group’s work unfolds, Joe says he is keen to: 

pull the rug out slightly and cause some kind of slippage. Like I’m thinking about 
maybe during that cut, suddenly it’s Sean that’s holding the mirror. And then, you 
know, there’s some jumping around in that way. The size of the mirror changes, 
the person – the player – changes, the person holding the mirror changes.  
(Joe Jowitt, December 2016, video transcript, 42-46 minutes) 

As with Laura, their starting point is the manual. The video footage of them at work 

shows Melissa explaining the choreography in detail to Sean and Joe from her interpretation 
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of the manual. This suggests there is some DNA in there, sufficient for the re-enactors to get 

to work.  

As I have established in the previous chapters, the manual is not a record of Guy’s 

performance, rather it is a record of TLC’s encounter with Guy’s performance. Key to TLC’s 

encounter was the intention to experience Guy’s original and record that experience in the 

manual. There is evidence that setting down in the manual succeeded – we know TLC 

achieved a performance recognisable as Man with Mirror, as did Laura. Consulted again by 

Sean and team, it looks like the manual again delivered Man with Mirror or, as with Laura, 

gave them the means to understand their deviation. 

This suggests that something cardinal about Man with Mirror was set down by TLC 

in the manual, something of its DNA. The user’s manual records what TLC found necessary 

to re-enact Man with Mirror and TLC achieved a re-enactment so therefore it follows the 

manual records its DNA. Certainly if we are copying Guy’s super 8 film, we expect the copy 

to capture the salient features of his super 8. What are the salient features? Should we 

duplicate it to super 8 film or just migrate the image content to digital, the material ones and 

zeroes a mere ‘carrier’ for the content.  

As my argument progresses through this chapter, it will become clear that establishing 

definitively what constitutes the salient features of Man with Mirror is far from clear-cut.  

I am now going to take one last, deep dive into the manual and its instructions to 

finalise the search for the DNA of Guy’s artwork, to see how it can best be captured, stored 

and conveyed to the future, and to conclude my quest to understand how use contributes new 

and valuable knowledge back to the archive. 

 

Why TLC made a user’s manual 

The manual is titled (Wo)Man with Mirror, A User’s Manual. Hovering behind this 

title is French experimental writer Georges Perec’s book Life: A User’s Manual (Perec 1988), 

highly influential in the late 1990s and early 2000s. Perec’s use of algorithmic writing 

constraints resonated for Lucas and me, particularly Life: A User’s Manual, a portrait of a 

fictitious apartment block in which the spaces of the building structure the book like an 
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analogue database. The Perec idea TLC carried over from Life: A User’s Manual was its 

form as a catalogue of experience in the building, a ‘manual’ of life unfolding in that 

fictitious apartment block. This structure is reflected in our decision to set our experience 

down in different viewpoints – about Guy’s practice and his notes on Man with Mirror, about 

expanded cinema, its aspirations and TLC’s interest in it, about TLC’s work with re-

enactment and then the instructions.  

 

 

 

To clarify those points that inform the user’s manual: 

it reflects a democratic impulse to encourage others to try staging these works;  

it is a place to collate our research into Guy’s piece; and 

it is a place to collect our notes and tips on the re-enactment process as it unfolded.  

(Wo)Man with Mirror a user's manual, part 1 and 2. The manual can be downloaded here 
http://www.teachingandlearningcinema.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/woman-with-mirror-users-
manual.pdf 
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TLC had another use for the manual. In earlier re-enactments, prior to composing the 

manual, we had explained the context to our audiences before we performed or as they 

entered the space where the work took place. We wanted them to know they were 

experiencing a re-enactment, in part to acknowledge Guy as the original artist, in part 

because that was the point of our work, that it was a re-enactment by us – our best effort to be 

true to the original, but our effort and someone else’s effort would be different. Yet while we 

wanted audiences to understand the context for these re-enactments, we wondered if this 

stopped them from experiencing the work on its own merits.  

The manual allows the audience to choose the timing for learning about that context. 

We invite audiences to fold themselves a manual on arrival, so that discussion about the work 

from TLC nowadays gets held over to after the performance.  

So we can now add to our list of reasons why TLC made the manual.  

It is not only:  

a democratic impulse to encourage others to try staging these works;  

a place to collate our research. 

It is also: 

a place to collect our notes and tips; and 

a place to allow audiences to choose the timing of their deeper understanding of the 

performance. 

Re-emphasising the point that (Wo)Man with Mirror was TLC’s best effort to be true 

to the original and someone else’s effort would likely be different, the manual emerges as a 

‘tale of use’, recording TLC’s encounter with Man with Mirror. I discussed Australian 

historian Greg Dening in the previous chapter. Relevant here is Dening’s idea that we can 

never know what ‘really’ happened but we can recount our understanding of what actually 

happened. Dening expands on what he means by this distinction through his work annotating 

and publishing the journal of 1790s beachcomber, Edward Robarts. Dening was struck by the 

way the Robarts, who lived for an extended period in Marquesan society, by Marquesan 

social rules, set down what he actually experienced rather than what was culturally expected. 
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Robarts told ‘whom they actually married and with whom they were in conflict and why’. 

Dening explains the distinction he draws between actuality and reality.:  

By 'actuality' I mean what happened as it is known in its balance of the 
circumstantial and the determined, in its typicality as well as its particularity, 
known for its multivalent meanings. By 'reality' I mean what happened as it is 
reductively known, by its determinants, known in its simplicity of meaning, set in 
some hierarchy of acceptability. (Dening 1996, 61) 

For Dening, history and anthropology are powerful when they ‘deny themselves the 

fundamentalism of reality-construction’, when they hold off from an authoritative and for 

Dening, impossible, construction of what really happened. They are powerful when they 

accept ambiguity and reflect, as he says, ‘multivalent meanings’ (Dening 1996, 61). 

Dening’s distinction, by my reading, is one between knowledge and understanding. 

Understanding cannot be elevated to the external status of knowledge but it is an internalised 

and often tacit sense that arises from an experience. Understanding therefore is often imbued 

with an intense sense of authority, strongly felt by the understander. The challenge is always: 

how to convey that understanding authoritatively to someone else? 

The intention behind the user’s manual’s is to convey something of TLC’s 

understanding of Man with Mirror, understanding acquired through experience. The 

authority of the user’s manual is that it is a ‘tale of use’, the tale of TLC’s use (more on this 

authority shortly). The manual does not try to ‘stand in’ for Guy and record the work as Guy 

may have sought to. But it still hopes to transmit Guy’s work. Lucas and I identified that a 

purpose of the manual was to democratise its use, to make it possible for other readers to use 

it. Thus we need to extend our list of reasons for composing the manual with this fresh 

imperative: 

TLC wanted to use the manual to keep Man with Mirror alive by conveying it to 

others who will carry it into the future and convey it further along in turn. 

Which work does the manual seek to transmit – Guy’s or TLC’s? 

The manual is titled (Wo)Man with Mirror A User’s Manual. Which work does it 

intend to transmit? The data provides some answers. For Laura, the task was not about 

reiterating the changes Lucas and I made in (Wo)Man with Mirror but about learning from 

TLC’s experience. As she says, the ‘starting point is to be taught it as TLC would teach it and 
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then it’s sort of up to me … whilst we’re here in March/April, that’s sort of what our aim is, 

our aim is to perform the work as TLC intends it’ (Morning Sat 19 March 2016, audio 

transcript, 11 minutes). 

In the section of the manual titled, ‘Performing Your Film’, TLC’s customisations 

with Man with Mirror are recorded. Included is the experiment Lucas and I seeded 

performing with films of our parents, a reversal of Guy’s performance of ageing away from 

his 28-year-old self. We instead will age towards our parents, in their 60s and 70s when we 

filmed them. (Lucas and I rehearsed a video version with my mother Valerie and I shot a 

super 8 film with her performing – more on this later in this chapter).  

Part 2 in the manual includes the ‘instructions in a nutshell’ intended to produce a 

faithful rendition of Man with Mirror. It was these instructions that Lucas read aloud for 

Laura as she recorded her super 8 film, which she later evolved into her voice track 

customisation in her work Woman with Man with Mirror. 

The New Zealand artists provide us with further evidence that the manual leads the 

user to Guy’s Man with Mirror. While the performance options that emerge for them diverge 

from Guy’s, the source material they consult on the internet are Guy’s performances, not 

TLC’s.  

This helps clarify that the manual transmits Man with Mirror rather than (Wo)Man 

with Mirror. Like a cover version, TLC’s experience making (Wo)Man with Mirror recorded 

in the manual points firmly to its status as a re-enactment and so, ‘points an arrow back to the 

original’, as Lucas says when we meet with Laura after her performance (Jan 25 2017, audio 

transcript, 35 minutes). We discuss song cover versions, and I add that a cover ‘carries inside 

it the other versions. I think that’s partly what makes the stuff feel so rich to me … and even 

if other people have no idea that [it’s a cover] … you do get a feeling that these things have 

more behind them, that they’ve got layers’ (Jan 25 2017, audio transcript, 35 minutes).  

Laura explained that the information needed about the lineage from Guy varies with 

the audience: 

Sometimes I feel, depending on the context, that I should just let the work be and not 
provide an explanation around it. But on the other hand, I'm also very conscious that 
it's not my work. I almost feel like a custodian of the work and hence I want to give 
the history of the original and then Lucas and Louise and what they do, and build it 
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more as being almost like a community of practitioners who are caretaking this work. 
(Laura Hindmarsh interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 7 minutes) 

So it is clear that the manual seeks to transmit Man with Mirror, but what is the 

manual’s authority? Why should a reader pay attention to it and try using it? 

 

Why a reader should pay attention to the manual  

The manual has not been prepared by Guy so why should anyone pay attention to it? 

TLC’s credentials to prepare the manual arise from our experience. As we shall see, that 

experience is what gives the manual authority.  

Is experience a legitimate form of authority? Historian Vanessa Agnew has discussed 

the limitations of the subjective experience re-enactment generates (Agnew 2004). For her, 

re-enactment has problems because its legitimacy cannot be corroborated. I will come back to 

Agnew in detail but for now, the point we need from her scholarship is that historians prefer 

accounts from documentary sources that can be triangulated, that is to say from documents 

that can be cross checked with each other. Agnew has distinct reservations about 

understanding acquired through unique subjective experience. Dening reflects too on these 

problems. He places great value on ‘being there’, which he defines as ‘that feeling for the 

past that can only be matched by the hours, the days, the weeks, the months, the years I sit at 

the tables in the archives.’ He continues with the problems: ‘There are delusions in “being 

there.” Of course there are … “Being there” can too often be a claim on an experience that 

can’t be checked or even shared.’ For Dening the ‘blind arrogance’ of ‘being there’ is held in 

check if he brings a self-aware double vision, a ‘performance consciousness’ of his 

authorship and his audience, as he carries out the history making task he is engaged in 

(Dening 2002, 5). 

Applying Agnew’s thinking to TLC and Man with Mirror, can TLC’s experience set 

out in the manual be corroborated? Can we have our cake and eat it by using the subjectivity 

of TLC’s experience while also corroborating it? Here the manual makes an important 

contribution. It allows a form of corroboration because it invites a re re-enactment. 

Corroborating one subjective experience with another subjective experience does not get 

around Agnew’s core problem that it is all subjective. Yet the experience of re-enactment 
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delivers a performance of Man with Mirror and some conclusions can be drawn from those 

performances, particularly insofar as the manual also invites self-aware reflection by the re-

enactor at the same time as it presents accounts of previous iterations for cross-referencing to 

the most recent experience of the work.  

Does the manual transmit the poetic doubling of the live performer and the film 

performer that seems to lie at the heart of Guy’s piece? Laura’s account of her performances 

to date report warm responses from audiences in London, Hobart and Morocco suggesting 

the manual does transmit this. Here Laura discusses the audience’s reaction. She also alludes 

to the audience having a double-visioned experience, of both Guy’s artwork and her 

performance:  

When I performed it in Hobart to an audience who largely don’t know the 
original, or even if they know the original, they’ve never seen it before … how the 
response it gets even from an audience who doesn’t know [it] and part of me is 
like ‘they’re just responding to the original idea, Guy’s work’. I’ve got people 
coming up to me saying ‘I think that was amazing, I loved it’ and part of me 
wonders how much of it is my performance. But then, you have taken it on.  

(Laura Hindmarsh, 25 January 2017, audio transcript, 15 minutes) 

Here are Sean and Melissa with Joe as they first start to understand the interplay 

between the live performer and the camera: 

Sean: The reveal of your head is such a big deal, I see. Each little bit is a biggie. 
(Pause. Sean looks at the camera monitor recording Melissa). Are we going to get the 
head? Not quite.  
Melissa: You only really get the head when you get a drop, don’t you? [when the 
mirror moves down in the choreography]. 
Sean: No you get an ear and you get a bit when you go sideways. This is really good 
Melissa, keep going. 
Melissa: I’m going to start the spinning because it’s getting heavy. The spinning 
would be like that [she spins the mirror]. 
Sean: And then you see the reflection … you get the garage and everything [in the 
reflection].  

(Sean Curham and Melissa Lang, December 2016, video transcript, 23-24 minutes) 

 

Both Laura’s and Sean’s experience of using the manual successfully adds to its 

authority.  
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The manual also derives authority from TLC’s intention to stick as faithfully as 

possible to the rules and rigours as learnt from Guy and observed from his performances. 

American artist Allison Smith’s The Muster is a useful counterpoint to (Wo)Man with Mirror. 

Smith used the form of living history and the practice of American Civil War re-enactment 

for quite different ends than TLC’s efforts to adhere to Man with Mirror’s rules and rigours. 

Smith instead deployed a handful of motifs such as costume and the form of the muster 

(Schneider 2011, 176). Her effort was to use the generic form of war re-enactment to invite 

the public to think about what ‘battles’ they want to keep alive, drawing attention to the way 

history is ‘made’ and the importance of participation in that process (Green 2015, 5 minutes 

30 seconds). For TLC the effort was to show up the differences through calibration against 

Guy’s work – staying as ‘true’ as possible and thereby letting that gap ‘speak’. 

Another important aspect to the manual is that it emphasises that TLC’s work is a re-

enactment. This reflects TLC’s intention that audiences both look at (that is to say they pay 

attention that it is a re-enactment, Guy’s original presented through TLC) and through our re-

enactment (audiences lose themselves in the poetic doubling at the heart of Guy’s work, no 

longer holding in mind that it is a re-enactment). TLC is inviting audiences to place their 

attention in multiple dimensions. For the purposes of transmission, the critical element is the 

looking through so it is significant that the manual users so far have not taken up TLC’s 

customisation of two performers but rather, they have started from Guy’s. It is Guy’s work 

they consult on the internet. As I just discussed, it is not the TLC re-enactment per se that the 

manual seeks to transmit but something of Guy’s original idea. At the same time, the method 

TLC has deployed and the work it produces has added a growth ring to the trunk of Guy’s 

work.  

Laura’s insert to the user’s manual 

There is a coda to this theme connecting authority and the manual. As TLC worked 

with Laura, notes were kept about gaps in the manual. There was also the intention from the 

outset that Laura would contribute an insert to the manual. In the insert she prepared, she 

writes: ‘As I found I needed some additional information to the manual, we thought we 

would list some extra pointers here, from a user’s experience point of view.’ Her pointers are 

about the mirror dimensions, the set up for performance and the location for the film. She 

also says that the work is very forgiving: ‘Even with incidental mistakes and technical slip-

ups the magic of the work still comes through. Just keep going until the film runs out!’  
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What does Laura’s tale of use add? Six months later, Laura’s tale and additional TLC 

notes were used by some university students to set up a performance for TLC. The students, 

Diba and Amy, achieved a set up but their confusion along the way was evident. They 

comment to each other as they try to work out how to adjust the projector tripods that it is 

hard to know what they must take seriously:  

Diba: It’s like one of those things. Like they send you in the room and you have to 
look for clues.  
[Delving into the bag of equipment TLC provided, she holds up a double adapter for 
a power socket]  
Ah see, that solves the problem of that power cable. It might be a joke, don’t take 
everything too literally!  

(April 2017, video transcript, 22 minutes) 

But working through their confusion, Diba and Amy’s experience has the potential to 

add growth rings to Man with Mirror. The manual points the way for how such additions 

might be captured. Laura’s insert is intended to become literally an insert inside the manual. 

Laura imagines her voice track could also be a manual addition:  

It could almost be like something you could distribute to other people by the user's 
manual. You could have a link to an attachment that you could download. So then you 
could use my autocue as a coaching sort of routine … a nice sort of part of [having 
the voice track] was security and comfort and having something else to prompt me, 
but then there's this other part of it potentially being able to be used by someone else.  
(Laura Hindmarsh interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 22 minutes) 

Attached to the manual, we can start to think of these additions as experience metadata. 

 

Authority to make a manual 

Let us get clear on what has been uncovered now about the manual. TLC’s authority 

to prepare it and for Laura to contribute to it comes from TLC’s experience (recall that I 

tracked all the inputs that made the work with Laura possible which included, critically, 

receiving Guy’s blessing). 

The intention of the manual is to offer a pathway to experience ‘the mysteries’ of 

Guy’s original piece but acknowledges the lens of TLC’s contribution, and later, Laura’s, and 
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in the future, other users including Sean and colleagues. Recall its five purposes: to 

encourage others to try it; to collate background research about the original; to collate notes 

and tips from our experience of making the work; to provide audiences with context when it 

is performed and to preserve Man with Mirror by providing the means to experience it. 

But how does the authority intended in the manual play out in practice? Do users find 

it authoritative? Sean recounts that he and his colleagues paid only scant attention to it, 

instead referring to Guy on the internet. Contrasting with his recollection, in the 

documentation of his group, we see the manual in use, guiding them in their first efforts in 

front of the camera. But Sean’s recollection is that the main work the manual did was to 

introduce them to Man with Mirror. The interviewer, Diana, asks Sean about his experience 

of the manual. The aesthetics of the manual made an impact on Sean. 

Diana: As you’ve been speaking I’ve been thinking about how much you’ve used the 
manual and how useful it was and what was not useful about the manual?  

Sean: So we didn’t pore over it. I think everyone did a quick flick through. Kind of 
appreciating – we appreciated what it looks like, it’s quite a nice thing.  

(Sean Curham interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 34 minutes) 

He continues explaining that the manual is missing information. He gives two quite different 

examples: it omits detail on how long it will take to follow the instructions and it omits 

information on the height of the projection for performance. 

But to Sean’s mind, the manual, despite its insufficiencies, gave them a starting place. 

And while the manual could not answer everything, they did not question its authority. 

 

Archival authority 

Authority is an idea that underpins the value judgements that archivists make. When 

sources have authority, those who consult them can make claims using them. In this 

interpretation, records can have authority to ‘stand in’ as evidence of actions of the past based 

on credentials about how they were made and then cared for. Traditionally, historians have 

tended to accept a 1:1 relationship between the record and the action it was evidence for, 

much like the 1:1 relationship between a photograph and its subject. But this equable regard 

of the archived ‘document’ has been strongly challenged over the past fifty years or more, as 
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historians have begun to emphasise how archives, as traces of institutions, hold problematic 

power relations in place. The authority of previously esteemed record makers, and therefore 

their records, has been routinely called into question.  

Archives as authoritative sources for social and political ‘facts’ was the foundation for 

the relationship between the disciplines of archival science and history (Blouin and 

Rosenberg 2011, 17-19). The authority for archives to operate as evidence was built on their 

provenance – who made the records, what processes created them and how those records 

were subsequently kept. In this model, a reputational contagion operated, ‘the accuracy of the 

records as transactions migrates to the legitimacy of the institutions that preserve them’, the 

esteem of the record maker passing on to their records (Blouin and Rosenberg 2011, 16). In 

the ‘romance of uncovering’ in early modern history, historians stood behind the evidence, 

casting themselves in the role of utilitarian enablers, bringing the evidence to life (Blouin and 

Rosenberg 2011, 25). In the same way, archivists assigned themselves the role of impartial 

custodians, believing they helped the records stand as they were created before the user. 

The ‘technology’ of the archive and its claim to be an authoritative storehouse of 

evidence has been trounced by scholars in the past fifty years (Marlene Manoff eloquently 

parses Foucault and Derrida, the twentieth century heavyweights of humanities’ theory of the 

archive (Manoff 2018)).  ‘Authoritative archives helped write particular mindsets into what 

were in large measure historical prescriptions, rather than the objective narratives they 

purported to be’ (Blouin and Rosenberg 2011, 84). Surfacing the histories of those who were 

silenced ‘required a kind of documentation either absent or almost entirely irretrievable in 

any direct or systematic way … less 'traditional' kinds of sources took on new significance 

(Blouin and Rosenberg 2011, 84). Blouin and Rosenberg show how the authority of archives 

receded for historians, who turned to other sources for history-making.  

Post-colonial historian and anthropologist Ann Laura Stoler adds another dimension 

as she advocates for a different way of interpreting and using archives. She quotes, among 

others, Greg Dening, who, as she writes, ‘long have warned, “sources” are not “springs of 

real meaning,” “fonts” of colonial truths in themselves’ (Dening 1995, 54 quoted in Stoler 

2002, 91). She continues: ‘whether documents are trustworthy, authentic, and reliable remain 

pressing questions, but a turn to the social and political conditions that produced those 

documents … has altered the sense of what trust and reliability might signal and politically 



Chapter 4 Understanding the user’s manual 

120 

entail. The task is less to distinguish fiction from fact than to track the production and 

consumption of those “facts” themselves’ (Stoler 2002, 91).  

Stoler’s scholarship in colonial history is important to us here for her arguments about 

how archives need to be read skeptically. She worked extensively in Dutch colonial archives, 

teasing out the role of sentiment and emotion in the cultural ‘technologies’ of colonialism 

(Stoler 2009, 57). Colonial archives are ‘systems of expectation’ (109), she observes, 

“evidential paradigms” (Ginzberg 1989, 96-125 quoted in Stoler 2002, 91) that must be 

decoded, requiring us to move ‘along their fault lines’ (Stoler 2002, 109). Rather than 

extracting content credulously from archives, she has learned to read ‘along the archival 

grain’ (100). First we must read archives for their regularities and logics and then for their 

‘consistencies of misinformation, omission, and mistake’ (100). She cautions us not to 

assume we know the formats in the archives and their meanings. We need to learn the scripts 

of the archives before we can reinterpret them. We must be able to read them straight to be 

able to re-read them, along the grain. 

This attentiveness to credulity, knowledge-shaping and the slippages of meanings in 

caches of records is also relevant, of course, to the question of how authoritative re-

enactment can be. Reflecting on TLC at work, we could see Laura and Sean’s re-enactments 

as readings ‘along the grain’. 

 

Understanding the user’s manual through Vanessa Agnew’s critique of re-enactment  

I introduced historian Vanessa Agnew earlier in this chapter. She has offered some of 

the most influential critiques of the problems with re-enactment as a form of historiography, a 

method for writing and understanding history. She identifies two key problems in re-

enactment: ‘knowledge is the result of individual experience, and, second, it is perceived to 

be true’ (Agnew 2004, 331). She puts this another way: because the experience is individual 

and believed to be true this ‘leaves reenactment with the problems of legitimization and 

corroboration’ (Agnew 2004, 331) that is to say, one cannot triangulate one’s sources with 

recourse to ‘objective’ evidence, as I said when we met Agnew earlier in this chapter. She 

goes on to observe that ‘reenactment has appropriated the language of relativism – each 
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reenactor offers his or her own version of the past – but not its lessons about the 

constructedness of history’ (Agnew 2004, 332).  

The authority and authenticity I claim for TLC’s manual lies exactly in its relativism. 

It is a tale of use of one pair of re-enactors, our own journey through that experience.  

Agnew’s work on re-enactment as an historiographic method is thorough (2004, 2007, 

2009, 2010) and she has good credentials, encountering its problems first hand as an historian 

aboard the made-for-television 2001 voyage of the replica Endeavour. Alongside her critique 

of re-enactment for its problems of subjectivity and lack of triangulation, she also 

acknowledges that re-enactment is part of the ‘affective turn’ in history, contributing 

powerful work for ‘history from below’ (Agnew 2009), chipping away at historical edifices 

of events and institutions. Re-enactors encounter these events and institutions on their own 

terms, in their own lived spaces on a scale Agnew calls ‘domestic’ (she notes the work of 

Sydney historian Stephen Gapps on re-enactment through this personal, domestic-scale 

engagement with history (Gapps 2003)).  

Even so, Agnew critiques re-enactment for history as avowedly apolitical, ‘ethically 

unencumbered’ (Agnew 2004, 334). She identifies the problem of ‘reducing history to the 

discrete event’ (334) making one single event stand in for a whole situation and she warns 

that the atmosphere, feelings and sensations elicited by a re-enactment experience do not 

necessarily constitute either understanding or evidence.  

So let us consider these concerns in light of (Wo)Man with Mirror. Let us take 

Agnew's key criticisms – historical specificity is either ignored or overstated and experience 

is misguidedly conflated with knowledge and evidence – and look at (Wo)Man with Mirror. 

As I said earlier, the manual used by someone else provides some corroboration of TLC’s 

experience. But on Agnew’s criticisms about historical specificity, TLC’s ambitions are 

different. TLC’s point is that historical specificity is not part of the 'DNA' of Guy's piece. By 

this I mean the effort is not to be either Guy or in 1976. It is rather to experience the poetic 

doubling of Guy's 1976 piece now and to experience it knowing that it is not Guy's work – 

using Rebecca Schneider’s words, a performance by TLC, Laura or Sean is also ‘not not’ 

Guy's piece (Schneider 2011, 42). TLC and Laura attend to the historical specificity of Guy's 

piece by drawing attention to our work as re-enactment, causing us to give background about 



Chapter 4 Understanding the user’s manual 

122 

the situation that gave rise to it. (We do not know the approach of Sean’s group on this point 

as they have yet to give a public performance.) 

TLC’s intention is to have an experience of the work and to share that experience with 

audiences, to grant access to it. Put another way, TLC’s intention is to ‘play’ the work, or 

‘run’ it. This implies there is something formative that constitutes the work. Once again, the 

notion of DNA is pertinent. When we think of an artwork, it has a specificity that could be 

called an essence. I will look closely at this idea presently. For now I will make an initial 

sketch of some points about how to define the ‘thing’ a work might consist of, the thing 

which TLC intends to capture in the manual to be ‘run’ by a user.  

In the previous chapter I interrogated and jumbled the usual expectations of the order 

of live, original and copy. An aspect to original I passed over was that it was once linked with 

a special aura and greater authenticity than copies. The sense that an original holds great 

authenticity has been undermined by the reproducibility of recording media especially digital 

media. An analogue copy could be decoded as a copy, for example in analogue video, 

viewers can detect degeneration from one generation of copy to the next. (The key  

discussion of aura and reproducibility remains Walter Benjamin’s essay ‘The Work of Art in 

the Age of Mechanical Reproduction’ (Benjamin [1935] 1969b).) 

Nonetheless, there is still a historically specific moment when, with the creation of a 

photographic image for example, the light did pass through the camera. So while there may 

be nothing noteworthy about the physical medium of the original compared to its copies, 

there is a historically specific moment when the light hit the emulsion or the sensor.  

Vanessa Agnew and Greg Dening do not pretend that as historians, they can 

themselves be at that moment when the light fell. But they can give an account both of their 

process and of their experience of consulting the records and traces so as to offer 

authoritative renditions of the forceful, originary events. They can recount the event through 

their experience of the evidentiary material.  

Similarly for TLC, Lucas and I can give our account, not just of seeing or 

experiencing Man with Mirror, but of doing it, of taking part in its creation in real time. So 

the DNA TLC distils and records can be only what our experience delivers. To offset our 

subjectivity is TLC’s invitation to other users whose experience might corroborate or change 
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our record of the DNA. So in this first round of analysis of DNA, I resolve the DNA is on the 

page in Parts 1, 2 and 3 of the manual.  

 

The authority in the user’s manual – the link to photography 

In histories of photography, there is an oft-repeated claim that the subject 

photographed existed before the lens, in an unequivocal reality, at a specific point in time. 

Photography theorist and historian Geoffrey Batchen explains:  

[W]e can at least be sure he or she was once there in front of the camera … at 
some point present in time and space. For what makes photographs distinctive is 
that they depend on this original presence, a reference in the material world that 
at some time really did exist to imprint itself on a sheet of light sensitive paper. 
Reality may have been transcribed, manipulated, or enhanced, but photography 
does not cast doubt on reality's actual existence. (Batchen 2001, 139)  

Here I must note art historian Kaja Silverman’s recent work that extends this idea 

focusing on the way photography reveals reality to us (Silverman 2015). Photography curator 

Stephen Pinson brings the key points of Silverman’s argument into perfect clarity as follows: 

rather than fixing reality, ‘photography, in its early permutations, was divulged by the world 

instead of taken or made from it’ (Pinson 2015, 73-74). Examining the early writing 

associated with the history of photography, Silverman focuses on Fox Talbot’s early methods 

such as pinhole cameras and camera obscuras. ‘Images seen in such devices were described 

as “received” or “revealed” ’ (Pinson 2015, 73-74). Silverman contrasts Fox Talbot and his 

‘pencil of nature’ with Daguerre who deployed daguerreotypes ‘to “take” and fix images, 

with the photographer capturing the world, rather than the world revealing itself to us’ 

(Pinson 2015, 73-74).  

In a comparable manner, powerful unanticipated revelation through the recorded 

image occurred to TLC as we framed up our super 8s in a busy Sydney park to include 

background passers by. Lucas comments in an interview transcript that the structural films 

from the 1970s captured some unintended yet fascinating snapshots of street culture and 

fashion. So it transpires, in my reading, that Silverman and Batchen propound a key point, 

that photography accepts reality’s actual existence.  
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Something similar can be said for archives. Photography and archives make a special 

claim of a direct link between the objects and past reality – because of a material relationship, 

these can claim a relatively direct relationship to past lived experience. Archives accept a 

previous reality’s existence. Neither photography nor archives can tell us what ‘really’ 

happened but both can show us something that ‘actually’ happened through material traces  

(Dening 1993, 77). Our understanding may be partial and we may disagree about that 

understanding but we can accept the fact that there is a material link between the traces and 

past reality. Interpreting the meaning of what ‘actually’ happened is another matter. Dening 

talks about the theatricality of history, and the difficulty of decoding the ‘performance’ of 

historical action and figures. As Dening writes in his ‘Notes to the reader’ in Performances, 

‘the ways we make sense of the past are almost innumerable, but we are culturally astute in 

knowing how these different ways are to be interpreted, how what is true for one occasion is 

not true for another. We know instinctively that this consciousness of things past is, in fact, 

our present.’ He goes on with the point that there is a double meaning in ‘presenting the 

past’: it ‘will always imply bringing past and present together. It will also imply that the past 

will not be replicated or repeated, but represented, shaped, staged, performed in some way 

other than it originally existed’ (Dening 1996, xiv). Amongst his specific examples of this 

complex ‘ethnographic moment’ of mis-interpreted performance is his analysis of the ‘ 

“encounters in place” of natives and strangers in the Pacific, 1767 to 1797’ (Mulvaney 1989 

quoted in Dening 1993, 77).   

Analogously, the manual’s authority comes from TLC’s effort to try to attend to the 

rules and rigours of Man with Mirror along with our effort to record it as a ‘tale of our 

experience’. So there are two parts to the authority of the manual:  

1. that the intention was to carry out Guy’s piece adhering as closely as possible to 

the rules and rigours he performs as we understood them, to try as far as possible, 

to do it as Guy does it; and 

2. that what we have recorded is our account of that experience. 

Understanding this authority helps the user decode the bias of the manual and place it 

on their own truth continuum. By truth continuum, I mean our individual and subjective 

evaluation of the accuracy, truth or fact-relationship of representations to our understanding 

of reality. This process of interpretation for a user, positioning their question or their 
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intention against what the manual claims it can do, returns us to mediation. The user’s 

experience of Man with Mirror is going to be mediated by TLC.  

To recap on what I have established here, my question was why pay attention to the 

manual? This has led us through a discussion of authority, archival authority and very briefly, 

authoritative sources and history. I have established that the authority of the manual comes 

from two sources: TLC’s intention in carrying out the re-enactment to try to adhere to the 

rules and rigours, and secondly, authority comes from the manual’s status as a record of 

TLC’s experience and is therefore subjective. We are now clear on what might compel a user 

to attend to the manual: there is a generative or algorithmic function to the manual, attributes 

aligned with both DNA and scores. 

Back in 2004, TLC (then the Sydney Moving Image Coalition) identified Fluxus 

scores as an important, distinctly authoritative predecessor for our re-enactment practice. 

Fluxus resonated in our practice of distilling published sources about expanded cinema (of 

which Man with Mirror is an exemplar), in order to facilitate re-enactments. Furthermore, 

with their practice of engendering artworks from prescribed ‘scores’ or behavioural codes, 

Fluxus was interested, as we were, in the ways events emerged in real time out of the ‘DNA’ 

of carefully pre-selected rules and rigours. Drawn to the Fluxus mentality and methods, we 

reproduced and extended our 2004 ideas in the user’s manual in 2009:  

Following the notion popularised by Fluxus that each artwork is defined by a set 
of conditions or score, and is reproducible by anyone following those conditions, 
we have embarked on a series of re-enactments of some Expanded Cinema events 
as part of our art practice. In re-enacting these ephemeral events, the original film 
strip is a tangible remnant in no way the totality of the work in itself. It is much 
closer to a traditional archival record, wherein artefacts must be combined with 
context to make meaning. Expanded Cinema events, much like Fluxus 
performances which preceded them, present a unique dilemma for the archivist. 
Few reliable documents remain beyond a written account (often in the form of 
notes by the artist), the film fragments utilised by the artist, and sometimes a 
black and white photo of the action. How can we know what they were really 
like? Re-enactment grapples with something that traditional methods cannot 
grasp: the cultural and architectural situations in which the original works were 
inextricably embedded. (Ihlein and Curham 2009, 2)  
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Making scores for one’s own and other people’s art work has a history – Fluxus 

Fluxus was a loose international creative community that emerged in the early 1960s. 

Those involved shared an interest in creative work that emphasised process over product and 

lived out their views, to varying degrees, that art was an inseparable part of the fabric of life. 

Fluxus artist and scholar Ken Friedman quotes fellow Fluxus artist Dick Higgins:  

Fluxus is not: 

a moment in history or  

an art movement.  

Fluxus is:  

a way of doing things,  

a tradition, and  

a way of life and death.  

(Higgins 1997, 160 quoted in Friedman 2012, 372) 

Friedman gets specific: ‘What really set Fluxus apart was its attitude to daily life and 

philosophical complexity. Fluxus people … preferred engagement with life’ (Friedman 2012, 

384-5). Friedman’s colleague, Swedish artist Bengt af Klintberg noted: ‘the Fluxus artist … 

created simple pieces filled with energy and humour, pieces without any personal stylistic 

features, pieces that could be transmitted orally just like folklore and performed by anyone 

who wanted to’ (Klintberg 1991, 69 quoted in Dezeuze 2002, 78).  

My reading of the situation is that a whole new way of working opened up. Some key 

characteristics were that: 

1. what could be art expanded; 

2. a way to frame and value the everyday emerged; 

3. who could participate in making art changed, the emphasis moved to participation 

and process; and 

4. boundaries between art forms became redundant, it became obvious to artists to 

combine or expand media.  
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Fluxus as an origin for scores 

I have discussed scores. For me, the questions emerging about what scores could be in 

music are epitomised by John Cage’s 4’33” (1952). In one of his published writings, Lucas 

has evocatively described 4’33”: ‘the musicians on stage follow a score which prescribes 

four minutes and thirty three seconds of silence. As a result, all the ambient sounds of the 

concert hall come to the heightened attention of the audience. In the absence of the usual 

performed notes, these chance acoustics effectively become the music’ (Bolt and Ihlein 2018, 

99). The experience of 4’33” acted as a placeholder, allowing audiences to listen and 

experience life as it unfolded around them. These questions about what music could be and 

what a score could do expanded out to become event scores, structuring (or specifically not 

structuring) actions with a relationship to time.  

In the spirit of 4’33”, Fluxus scores took the form, most often, of words (Dezeuze 

2010, 54 quoted in Patrick 2017, 181). A classic example is Alison Knowles’ Make a Salad. 

Her husband Dick Higgins writes to Allan Kaprow reporting his delight at a very early 

morning trip to the markets to procure salad ingredients, ‘and at 4:30 am before the 

performance we went to Covent Garden and bought the loveliest, freshest vegetables you 

ever saw. We got enough for 200 people but there were only 100 there, since that was the day 

of the Cuban Crisis. But what a salad! Everybody got some. All the artists even Metzger and 

Ben helped. All told it was one of the finest evenings I've been involved with ... ' (Smith 

1998, 80). Make A Salad was reprised at the Flux-Olympiad at the Tate in 2008 (Knowles 

2008, 140). Another classic Knowles work is Identical Lunch (1969) where her daily lunch of 

a tuna sandwich became a performance (Weil 2011, 15). Variations of George Brecht’s Drip 

Music (1959) quickly became a Fluxus standard in the concerts of 1962-3. Drip Music: ‘a 

source of dripping water and an empty vessel are arranged so that the water falls into the 

vessel’, (Friedman, Smith and Sawchyn 2002, 22). 

Martin Patrick in his recent book Across the Art/Life Divide (2017) discusses the 

authorship of Fluxus scores. He cites art historian Anna Dezeuze’s work on the evolution of 

the scores from music notation to event notation. An early collaborator of John Cage’s was 

Earle Brown. Dezeuze writes that Cage and others, singled out Brown’s scores ‘for the range 

of choices they offered the performers … Fluxus artists took this form of experimentation 

one step further by removing abstract musical notation altogether, and reducing the score to 

verbal instructions’. The scores carried with them the idea that anyone could perform them. 
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Dezeuze again: ‘the freedom given by Brown to his musicians was extended to any possible 

performer … the conception of music as an “activity”, pioneered by Brown, was taken to new 

lengths by Fluxus artists as they decided that music could be redefined as incidental to any 

activity’ (Dezeuze 2010, 54). The expectation was that each performance would be that 

person’s own interpretation of the score. Experience taught the Fluxus artists they could trust 

others with their scores. Dezeuze recounts this trust was built on the flexible form of the 

scores, experience from improvised music and as poet Jackson Mac Low reports, ‘such old-

fashioned virtues as tact and courtesy and good will manifested in concentrated listening and 

other perceptions’ (Dezeuze 2002, 90). There was also an aspect in which form met content. 

Dezeuze recounts Dick Higgins’ noting that flexible scores were ‘a logical extension of the 

questioning of the author’s control’ and the composer needed to accept that the piece would 

be performed in any way possible (Dezeuze 2002, 90). 

Important from this are two aspects. There is a shift in thinking about scores, 

extending their application beyond music into other activities. Secondly, these were open 

scores, for interpretation by their user but in an attitude of courtesy and good will. The 

ambition of the scores was to draw attention to the ways the everyday is or can be part of art, 

and to bring art into everyday life. So the scores were tools to help people re-frame and look 

differently at daily life as something to be experienced playfully and with intention, with 

agency.  

 

So there are parallels with the user’s manual: its playful tone reflects TLC’s shared 

passion for the democratic impulse. And like almost all the Fluxus artists, TLC wanted to 

inform people, to encourage them into creative, collaborative activity. Owen Smith describes 

the shared view amongst Fluxus artists ‘of a need for social praxis, particularly social 

education’ to counter the ‘intellectual, professional, commercial culture’ they found 

themselves in (Smith 1998, 231). In a similar manner, the TLC manual reflects this spirit of 

hospitality and non-hierarchical, non-institutional informality. We hoped that by enticing 

others, the manual may help make the work of expanded cinema and similar score-based 

creativity live on; we hoped to preserve such historical enterprises, to facilitate their re-

enactment.  
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And yet, the manual is more than just the instructions. It adds the growth rings of our 

experience (and the experience of future users). The ‘instructions in a nutshell’ operate as a 

score in the Fluxus tradition, a set of instructions in simple unadorned language. But the 

enthusiastic commentary of the breakout boxes and the context means the manual works as a 

tale of our use, our experience, appropriate given it is a manual for Guy’s work, authored by 

‘users’ of Guy’s work, TLC. 

As Lynn, Guy’s partner emailed: 

What a fun manual! Enjoyable and personal to read. (At times it feels like reading 
someone’s diary) 

I had to laugh when I read this “Remember, you’ll be performing with this 
particular roll of film for the next 40-odd years …”! The pressure … 

(Lynn Loo, email message to author and Lucas Ihlein, 1 October 2009) 

Anna Dezeuze concludes her journey through the origins of the Fluxus score with 

Ken Friedman’s summation that ‘the score offered a way to transmit non-musical art forms, a 

system for encoding, recording and transmitting art forms that wandered across the 

boundaries of music, theater, daily life and visual art …’ (Friedman [1994] 2002 un-

paginated, quoted in Dezeuze 2002, 91). 

There is another aspect to the score in Fluxus that is relevant, given my focus on re-

enactment. Artist and performance theorist Natasha Lushetich draws an important distinction  

between scores as they are usually understood as musical notation and Fluxus works. In her 

analysis of time in Fluxus’ performance, she notes that the point was to experience lived 

time, time that ‘cannot be experienced from another angle’, rather than the ‘reversible 

temporal structure of musical time’ (Lushetich 2011, 80). She characterises musical time as 

ideal time. By contrast, Fluxus works ‘expose the impossibility of the very notion of ideality’. 

In other words, the Fluxus works help us understand that although we may hanker for the 

perfect repetition of musical time, we have only lived time, a messy and imperfect experience 

that unfolds as we live it. My interpretation of Lushetich’s ideas is that scores can be read 

two ways: a score can contain and reach towards an ideal and a score can chart a course 

through the groping unfolding reality of lived time. That first conception of ideal time is 

reflected in the notion that we can digitise everything, available any time for perfect 

repetition.  
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Connected to this second conception of the groping, unfolding, lived time of process 

is the work of designer Lawrence Halprin, husband of 1960s new dance luminary Anna 

Halprin. Four decades before Lushetich, Halprin wrote extensively about scores in The RSVP 

Cycles. In his conception, scores are generative and energising tools because they make 

process visible in a constantly evolving procedure. Scores are ‘a way of communicating these 

processes over time and space to other people in other places at other moments and as a 

vehicle to allow many people to enter into the act of creation together, allowing for 

participation [and] feedback …’ (Halprin 1969, 1).  

This focus on process appears in our data set. Sean explains that had he worked alone 

with the manual, he could have carried out its instructions swiftly but he was interested in the 

groping messy process of working with his colleagues:  

I don’t try and direct. We could do it in much quicker time if someone directed, if 
you stepped in and just went okay we’re just going to do this, I’m just going to 
take charge and tell you what to do now. I reckon I could nail it. Quickly. But I 
think it will take us forever as a group … I’ve resisted [being the director] 
because it wasn’t really the invitation to come and be my employees. It was more 
we’ve got this offer and we’ve got this manual and we’re going to work together 
on it and see what comes of it … so the group dynamic has been very much 
collaborative trial and error in all ways, in terms of what the task is and also our 
working together … But the group dynamic – we’re acquaintances, we’re not 
great friends so there’s no assumed understanding. You don’t have a history to 
rely on so you can’t shortcut the talk or the agenda … whereas people who’ve got 
a shared intent, they just quickly cut to the chase and most of its unspoken 
because they they’ve either already talked it through or they assume that they’ve 
reached an understanding.  

(Sean Curham interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 56-58 
minutes) 

Lucas succinctly encapsulates TLC’s experience and its connectedness to a Fluxus 

lineage when he says ‘it’s a process to get from 1976 to now’, meaning from Guy with Man 

with Mirror in 1976 to other artists such as TLC, Laura and Sean. 

 

Adding to Fluxus 

In his book The Craftsman, philosopher Richard Sennett outlines what he calls 

‘expressive instructions’. As he cites tools that inspire the user – tools whose use is open, 
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rather than foreclosed to just one particular and specific job – he also cites instructions that 

are expressive and invite the user to bring all their interpretive skills. His examples are 

recipes for a French poultry dish that he sets out through the distinctive lenses of three chefs: 

Julia Child, Elizabeth David and personal tuition he received from a local chef. Teaching 

Sennett to make the dish, Madam Benshaw, the local chef, later provides him with her recipe, 

which is in the form of a poem. Sennett claims the poem is far more useful than either the 

Child or David recipes because the poem gives him a feel, for example, for how brown the 

dish needs to be and what role the capsicum ‘jewels’ play in dressing it at the end (Sennett 

2008, 184-191).  

What links Fluxus’ and Sennett’s instructions and the user’s manual? All three are 

predicated on what art historian Julia Robinson calls ‘an act of emancipating the receiver, 

creating conditions in which the subject, the spectator, is performatively implicated in the 

realisation of the work’ (Robinson 2002, 116). Extending Robinson’s notion, the audience, 

the spectator and the cook all have a job to do to bring this thing into existence. Robinson 

rummages through Fluxus ‘chairman’ George Maciunas’ story of Fluxus. She picks up on an 

aspect of the lineage Maciunas claims for Fluxus in the readymades of Duchamp, a 

generation before: the work is incomplete before it is received by its audience (Robinson 

2002).  

So how does that idea talk to my quest of what use returns to collections and what the 

manual returns to (Wo)Man with Mirror/Man with Mirror? The manual’s restrictions become 

a simple, playful, repeatable structure. The readymade/Fluxus score takes us to the role of the 

audience and the user in the realisation of the work, the useful and real world work they need 

to do. Relevant here is Nina Simon’s museum studies research on participation in museums. 

She argues that there is a pre-condition for successful participation in institutions. The 

activities visitors are invited to do must be purposeful and necessary, not just something 

ancillary that is easy for the institution to organise for its visiting public (Simon 2010). In a 

parallel sense, the Fluxus artworks are propositions that come to life in reception, audiences 

play a purposeful and necessary role in the generative activities of shared composition or 

social creativity. 

Robinson makes an additional point relevant to the role of audiences and users in 

realising the work. The act of composing events was about relationships, ‘renewing or 

reinventing’ relationships between people and between people and objects (Robinson 2002, 
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118). In light of the use the manual seeks to facilitate, Robinson’s insight combines 

generatively with another idea of Natasha Lushetich’s. She characterises Fluxus scores as 

perpetuum mobiles where their undecidedness keeps them energetic and alive, always in 

potential motion (Lushetich 2012, 17).  

This points towards the benefit to preservation when things are incomplete. If things 

are perfect and apparently concluded, there is a temptation to presume the work has been 

done.  

 

Progress in Auckland, New Zealand 

Day interior Auckland, New Zealand. The New Zealand group are at work using the 

manual on their own. To recap, the group consists of Sean, a performance artist trained in 

choreography, Joe, a digital filmmaker and Melissa, a writer and curator.  

There are two video recordings of them at work in December 2016 and January 2017. 

The first meeting occurs in Sean’s lounge room. We see the timber floors and the calfskin rug 

and hear the dog moving about. The group eats together. After 20 minutes of general 

discussion, they go out to the suburban backyard with its long grass and mature deciduous 

trees, pohutukawas in the background. To hand, they have a selection of improvised mirror 

‘screens’ and a DSLR. The ‘screens’ consist of an undersized piece of timber in roughly 

correct proportions as prescribed in the manual, a second hand mirror, correct proportions but 

oversize and a tiny custom cut mirror. They spend the next 40 minutes trying the three 

movements from the manual and concluding with conversation about what approach to take. 

They settle on trying out a white-backed digital screen with live video. 

We next meet them six weeks later. They now have a white backed television monitor 

with a web cam sending live video to the monitor. It replaces the white-backed mirror used 

by Guy, TLC and Laura. Instead of the choreography revealing the silver reflective side of 

the mirror, it reveals the live feed from the webcam displayed on the monitor.  

How has the manual worked, what has it scored in this particular instantiation of the 

never-complete enterprise of Man with Mirror? From this picture of them at work, we are 

getting a feel for how they are working and how they are using the manual. It is the tool that 
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draws this group together, galvanizing them into action. It brings them in contact – in an 

indirect but quite deep fashion – with Guy and his ideas and ethics, through TLC’s 

experience. This is evidence that the manual has indeed been generative in a Fluxus manner, 

in a ‘DNA’ manner. 

 

Evaluating DNA – error analysis; more data from the manual-only artists  

Recall that TLC’s method for re-enacting works such as Man with Mirror is to adhere 

to the rules and rigours as closely as possible. Before adherence comes discovery of those 

rules and rigours. This discovery process begins with researching the records and documents 

that exist about the work, followed by making contact with the artist who made the work. It 

then moves to spending time in the studio, making sense of the work for ourselves. As Lucas 

and I have said: 

It is our contention that archives are one of three major sites of research necessary 
for the practical problem of reenactment – the others being primary research 
through oral history interviews and the task of physically “trying it out” for 
ourselves … we vibrate between these three major research sites, each of which 
generates possibilities that allow us to deepen our understanding of the work: 
technically, conceptually, and contextually. Ultimately, we argue, we are tending 
the archive – not just extracting what we need from it, but using it to produce new 
material, which feeds back into the archive, to enrich its content and open it up to 
further, hitherto unknowable, applications. (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 27; italics in 
the original)  

TLC describes what comes out of this discovery process as the ‘DNA’ of the work, 

what our experience has shown us is essential to achieving Man with Mirror. Extending the 

quote that opened this chapter, here are Lucas and I again:  

In the public discussions following our performances, we have often employed 
the metaphor of genetic structure – the idea of a fundamental DNA code – to ask 
what changes might be possible while still retaining the work’s “essence” or 
identity. In this sense, while arguing for a multi-sited work, we are still, as we 
oscillate between archive and action, “reaching through to the object” – 
reinforcing the notion of the object-nature of the ephemeral artwork, even as we 
problematize it. (Ihlein and Curham 2015, 35) 
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As I have explained, TLC is alert to necessary and purposeful divergence that arises 

from our practice. In other words, Lucas and I take this on as creative practitioners, as artists, 

as an essential part of our collaborative practice.  

Error analysis – learning from what goes wrong 

At the conclusion of Laura’s work, TLC and Laura went through a list of things in the 

manual that were unclear or missing. Rather than ‘wrong’, this conversation resolved that 

these things were alternatives rather than errors.  

Laura’s use of the mirror in performance generates a new performance idea TLC had 

not considered. The manual instructs the performer to perform ‘out of phase’, avoiding 

perfect sync with the ‘film’ performer. TLC, following Guy, interpreted ‘out of phase’ as 

quite a specific instruction to move in the opposite direction to the film. Laura found this 

requirement was not a rule.  

Laura: I think it works either way, I think it’s just a slightly different – because I 
normally go with myself, I normally go the learnt way of moving. And so maybe it 
stays in phase longer and so that moment, that revelation moment, when everyone 
was like ‘oh’ [is slightly delayed] 
Wilf, Laura’s friend: – I think that’s part of the enjoyment. At first you don’t quite get 
it – 
Laura: – where as if you go against yourself, it’s almost immediately they split apart. 
Lucas: Right. Because no matter how much you try to go with yourself, you eventually 
will lose that being-in-phase … I think in here [in the manual] it says something 
about the general principle is the same movements but out of phase. Is that what it 
says? 
Louise [reading from the manual]: ‘replicate what the film-you is doing, as closely as 
possible, but out of phase’ … ‘for the rest of the performance the basic principle is 
this’. 
Lucas: The basic principle. So I think that’s fine … as [Laura’s] discovered going 
against that basic principle could actually have interesting effects that we hadn’t 
thought of, that’s worth pointing out. We should try that next time. Going against that 
basic principle and see what happens. 
(Laura Hindmarsh, Wilf Speller, Lucas Ihlein and Louise Curham, January 2017, 
audio transcript, 35-36 minutes) 

 

So TLC learns something new about Man with Mirror from Laura’s experience. It is 

not a matter of Laura breaking the rules of Man with Mirror, rather the rules are generative. 
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There is one ‘error’ that the discussants conclude does matter and Laura learns from 

this error. She describes it as useful as a ‘a sort of “what not to do” version’ (24 January 

2017, audio transcript, 23 minutes). But she also concludes that Man with Mirror is ‘very 

forgiving’, capable of accommodating even this ‘error’. The ‘error’ in question is the pace 

and precision of the mirror movements as captured in the super 8 film. The reference point 

here is my mother Valerie’s super 8 film shot back in 2010 as part of our experiment to try 

out performing with films of our parents. Valerie moves very fast in the film, almost 

‘dancing’ with the mirror as Laura commented. Laura reviewed Valerie’s footage as she 

prepared to shoot her own super 8. TLC and Laura reflect: 

Lucas: If you are too fast you perhaps lose something – 
Laura: Yes, you need that illusion initially, especially for the white just to be a screen 
… when Val was performing hers, she’s moving too fast, you just don’t get that …  
Lucas: You can always play around with your performance style later but the 
shooting of the film is done once so that’s where you need to be more mindful of being 
slower. 

I add to the discussion that my explanation of Man with Mirror to Valerie was inadequate 

and she had not seen it for herself at that stage.  

Louise: She didn’t have any understanding of the concept of the index and – she 
didn’t have any framing at all for it.  
Laura: A lot of that for me was just implicit knowledge from knowing the original and 
seeing you guys perform and, I guess, also from having worked this way, and with 
film.  
Lucas: There’s the whole broader background of the cultural context of procedural 
based works, where the poetry is in carrying out a procedure, rather than in being 
skillful or talented, or anything like that.  
Louise: I found that interesting with Valerie, for us to try to give her some sense of 
what it was … her [performance in her] footage is really fast and really chaotic, this 
is in her original super 8. It’s really fast – 
Lucas: – It’s also partly because it’s too heavy for her. 

Louise: There’s that. Also because I just obviously didn’t explain it to her.  
Lucas: But you got a new perspex screen made for her, didn’t you? 
Louise: We did and she performed with it. And her live performance looks really 
good, she was really slow. It’s really curious because then there’s the figure [in the 
film] going really really fast. 
(Lucas Ihlein, Laura Hindmarsh and Louise Curham, 24 January 2017, audio 
transcript, 1 hour 3-5 minutes) 
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Valerie performed with Laura and me. By then Laura had given several performances 

and she reassured Valerie as we rehearsed that based on her experience in different 

performance environments, the work is very forgiving. Despite the problems in Valerie’s 

super 8 film, as I said in the transcript, what I saw in the documentation of our trio was that 

‘her performance looks really good, she was really slow’. Laura and an audience member 

both corroborated this, that Valerie’s performance with her film was controlled and 

compelling.  

Later we will return to another point Valerie’s experience shows us – that ‘having a 

feel’ for the task of performing Man with Mirror helps. 

Does the manual capture the DNA 

It is clear that the manual misses things. Chapter 2 discussed a gap in the manual – the 

tacit knowledge TLC had that Laura needed about her hand position. As I said, there were 

other minor notes I collated and Laura recorded her own tale of use as an insert for the 

manual. Earlier, we reviewed Laura’s four observations from her experience using the 

manual, which she prepared as an insert to the user’s manual.  

Laura keeps ‘the same action’ as Man with Mirror alongside her points of difference 

which she noted as being female, having an Australian landscape and her voice with its 

Australian accent (Laura interviewed by Diana Glazebrook November 2016, 18 minutes). 

And in the example of the instantiation by Sean and his collaborators, the New Zealanders at 

work on their own without TLC’s support. Does the manual deliver them Man with Mirror?  

TLC’s presumption was the manual sets out what is needed to carry out Man with 

Mirror and that was what we asked Laura to test. Yet when we look at the choices both Laura 

and the New Zealanders made, this question of what is Man with Mirror becomes less clear- 

cut.  

 This gives rise to other questions. What impact does the manual have for 

preservation. And what actually gets preserved? We identified TLC’s five intentions in 

producing the manual. One of these is about keeping Man with Mirror alive.  

So far, we can see the manual has done the basics of providing a forum for attention 

to Man with Mirror, stage one in the process of preservation, that there is a decision the work 

should live on. 
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Also the reality that a user is going to do their own research becomes apparent. One of 

Laura’s first questions when I first met her in Canberra was ‘should I research before we 

meet with Lucas?’ On her first morning with TLC she explained ‘my experience of Man with 

Mirror is from the YouTube clip’ and she draws on this knowledge as she works with TLC 

(Morning Sat 19 March 2016, audio transcript, 25 minutes).  

In other words: how much should personal experience and context-construction 

outside the manual exert generative influence? I must hold off on settling the DNA question 

for now. 

 

We return to Sean and colleagues at work at their early meeting. Still in the lounge 

room, they discuss the logistics of performing starting with the duration and whether they 

will tire during filming. Throughout, they are teasing out details of the work’s logistics, for 

example they discuss that if they shot on super 8, they would have to join the reels of film 

together, a new concept as none of them are familiar with super 8.  

They agree on a prototyping process where they test out the different phases of the 

performance, developing what Sean refers to as a vocabulary. 

Throughout the discussion, different performance options come up, for example 

recording their films on a cell phone. 

They then discuss ways to make it their own. In that first meeting, Melissa asks ‘what 

is our tweak?’ The instructions as both prescriptive and relatively open are discussed 

followed by more detail on technology options other than super 8. A television monitor 

features in their solutions. 

They draw their session to a close with discussion of expanded cinema and the 

ubiquity of media as a theme Joe would like to explore. Joe returns again to this idea of 

making it their own by reimagining Man with Mirror rather than delivering it by rote. They 

do not want to repeat it as TLC has.  

The group then goes out into the backyard and for the first time explores actually 

deploying the manual to try out the choreography. They work predominantly with the heavy 

thrift shop mirror. It is closest to their interpretation of the specified size. They make that 
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decision from the note in the manual that says the size of the paper used to print the manual is 

the size of my mirror. They discover how heavy it is. They make sense of three aspects of 

Man with Mirror: ensuring the mirror fills the film frame; that what they do for the camera, 

they must later repeat in performance; and Sean detects how the three movement phases with 

the mirror develop in increments from small to large movements.  

After this experimentation with the mirror, they discuss what direction to take their 

work. They quickly resolve they are not going to try a technically faithful execution of Man 

with Mirror. Joe catches the mood by quipping, ‘so I’m interested in the ways we can 

actually pull the rug out slightly and cause some kind of slippage.’ 

The group gets together again six weeks later. They now have a digital set-up with a 

web-cam and a monitor! The set-up works like this: the web-cam points in the direction of 

the monitor screen, sending what it sees live to the monitor. In this way, it stands in for the 

mirror. The back of the monitor is covered in white tape, in place of the white paint on the 

back of the mirrors Guy, TLC and Laura use. 

In this session, they try out the first sections of the choreography, so, for the majority 

of the time, the monitor faces the performer, just as for a majority of the time in the first 

sections, the mirror faces the performer. We learn that the monitor contributes an additional 

layer of its own. The surface is slightly reflective so an audience sees both the live feed and 

the reflection in the monitor.  

 

Did they use the manual? 

To turn to my fundamental questions, could Sean and colleagues understand the 

basics of what the manual demands? Answer: yes, in fact Melissa took the lead as the 

interpreter of the manual, and took the role seriously. Exactly what did they use it for? 

Answer: in the video documentation, they use the manual to clarify the order of the 

choreography and the extension and ‘arc’ of the movement from small to large movements. 

They also note that the manual also affirms their experience, that performing with the mirror 

is heavy and tiring. The manual is also important for foreshadowing for them that what they 

do in filming, they must replicate in performance. They discuss that what they got from the 
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manual accords with what they saw on the internet. Joe and Sean talk little about their 

knowledge from the manual, they seem far less familiar with it than Melissa. 

An important point is that Melissa detected that the manual does not demand strict 

adherence. For Melissa, the manual is both ‘prescriptive and not prescriptive’. She refers to 

the section for ‘advanced players’ in the manual, which, for her makes it ‘not prescriptive’ – 

this section recounts TLC’s customisations to Man with Mirror. Melissa comments the 

intention is not to be ritualistic about adhering to the manual.   

So did they fail? Answer: not exactly. They certainly succeeded in forcing me to tally 

the items and aspects that my experience dictates to be absolutely essential to Man with 

Mirror, namely:  

a requirement that a reflective white backed surface is used throughout;  

a requirement that participants must perform with it and must be able to repeat that 

performance;  

a requirement the principle performer must film him or herself performing with it;  

a requirement that the principle performer must perform with the film slightly out of 

phase with it; and 

a requirement that what is achieved is a disorienting and poetic doubling, along with 

an immersion of the audience by reflecting the image out to them.  

But did Sean and colleagues fail? Well, for all their subversion and slippage, they 

actually ‘got’ the essence of the calibration of the mirror between the film and the live actions 

and the mirror as both reflector and white screen. To some incomplete but generative extent, 

they carried Man with Mirror truly into the future, into a future where an account of their 

version can sit instructively and provocatively alongside all the other tales of use. 

Remember that my overarching quest is to explore what use returns to collections. To 

make sense of this idea of ‘return’, we must resolve again to understand, anew, what we 

started with. What exactly is Man with Mirror? Can we call all these performances Man with 

Mirror – Sean and the digital, Laura and the audio, TLC and the two people? It seems to be 

consistent that Man with Mirror lies within them. Each started from executing the rules and 
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rigours. Laura had them performed for her by Lucas, who read the instructions aloud and 

gained assistance from TLC in person to determine variables like the hand position. Sean and 

team found their way through. What would the conservators have to say about it? 

 

The professional carers – the conservation perspective on preserving Man with Mirror 

(essence, authenticity and artist’s intention) 

I have looked intensively at the manual. I have looked intensively at its use by two 

groups. To attain a kind of triangulation that might render the data more telling and more 

tested, I will return soon to work with the manual by my mother Valerie.  

But first, let us recall my current question: is the DNA of Man with Mirror really, 

practicably in the manual? I have established that by my criteria for the essence of Man with 

Mirror, Laura and the New Zealand artists succeeded, showing us that the manual is a way to 

deliver Man with Mirror without Guy. 

 But would the professionals in charge of caring for art, materials conservators, agree 

that the manual records the necessary essence, the DNA? What would they do with Man with 

Mirror? 

 I will begin this broader, ‘institutional’ testing of the manual with film archivists 

before we move to recent, ‘artworld’ practices in conservation that focus on artworks like 

Man with Mirror. 

 The conservator’s point of view – film archivists 

Film archivist Maya Darrell Hewins, daughter of British experimental filmmaker 

Roger Hewins, a peer of Guy’s, looked at the preservation of Man with Mirror (Darrell 

Hewins 2015). She envisaged Man with Mirror as a perpetuum mobile where reception, 

production and preservation interact. Darrell Hewins positions TLC’s manual as useful as 

‘notes from the field’ and ‘tales of use’ rather than any claim as definitive preservation. In her 

research, she prepared tracts of Labanotation, intended to bolster the preservation of Man 

with Mirror. Labanotation is a language written especially to capture choreography (the 

scope of Darrell Hewins’ research did not extend to testing it).  
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Darrell Hewins interviewed two curators at Eye Filmmuseum in the Netherlands, the 

institution that keeps 16mm preservation film of Guy’s original super 8. Anathema to the 

curator who brought Man with Mirror into the collection is the proposition that in TLC’s 

work, Guy has been replaced:  

[Curator Simona] Monizza believes that, in some ways, the work of Curham and 
Ihlein is opposite to the purpose and function of an archive. She says ‘they are 
making a new work of art, in essence different from Guy’s, while I think that the 
task of archives would always be to let their artifacts (a film or a performance) be 
appreciated in their original state as much as possible’ … [Monizza] sees the role 
of the film archive as a vital component to maintaining this work for the future, 
pointing out that ‘the film element is as important as Guy’s presence in my eyes 
and to keep it preserved and to perform it is an expertise of a film archive’. 
(Darrell Hewins 2015, 83) 

In the course of this conversation, Monizza considered Guy’s son performing with Guy’s 

film would be acceptable. What seems to be lost for Monizza is how she imagines Guy’s film 

will operate without Guy. Laura found it essential to use her own film. This was a way 

through the problem for her as a young female artist engaging with this work by a significant  

male artist from a previous generation. ‘If I had to perform Guy's version projected over me, 

that would be very problematic. But through embodying the work, I take some sort of 

ownership over it and that's how I've sort of resolved [it]’ (Laura interviewed by Diana 

Glazebrook, November 2016, 15 minutes). 

Darrell Hewins also spoke to Eye Filmmuseum programmer Anna Abrahams who put 

a view different from Monizza’s:  

Abrahams, who programs a series titled EYE on Art, focusing on experimental 
and art film, believes the important part of these performative works is the 
uniqueness of the performance, the feelings an audience member experiences by 
being part of the here and now of the event (Abrahams 2015). For Abrahams 
there is no question of getting back to an original state or performance of the 
work – rather a performance or re-enactment should be about the concept of the 
work, the idea – it should be a ‘different object, looking back’ (2015) … 
Abrahams considers it more important that the performer understands the work 
and what it is about, not just mentally, but physically – with their body. (Darrell 
Hewins 2015, 83) 

TLC’s approach chimes with Abrahams’ hopes that future audiences can experience Guy’s 

work as a performance.  



Chapter 4 Understanding the user’s manual 

142 

Conservators beyond film preservation 

To talk about the orthodox preservation options for Man with Mirror we need to 

begin with understanding what ‘kind’ of art conservators call it. Conservation has developed 

language for works like Man with Mirror. Dutch curator Derk van Wegen in one of the early 

projects on preserving contemporary art Modern Art: Who Cares (1999) uses a very simple 

definition – ‘non-traditional artworks’ are anything that’s not a sculpture or a painting. Since 

Van Wegen, terms proliferate: variable media (Depocas, Ippolito and Jones 2003), time-

based art (Laurenson 2006), and artwork that is changeable (Hölling 2017).  

Like the language, conservation approaches for works like Man with Mirror are still 

evolving. Van Wegen, Ippolito (a key researcher in the Depocas, Ippolito and Jones project 

‘Permanence Through Change: the Variable Media Approach’ (2003)), Laurenson and 

Hölling have all contributed to projects in the past 20 years that have investigated the 

conservation problem that for art like Man with Mirror, ‘there is no longer one monolithic 

original artifact, and there is no longer one silver-jacketed preservation method’ (Rhinehart 

2003, 25). Former MOMA conservator Glenn Wharton is more specific that conservators are 

vexed by ‘art that questions notions of permanence and deliberately employs ephemeral 

media’ (Wharton, 2005, 162).  

To understand the challenges of changeable media and why conservators have gone to 

effort to try to define those challenges, we need to know some basic principles of 

conservation. Van Wegen posits that ‘the objective of conservation work is generally to 

“restore” ’ but as he says, ‘it has transpired that restoration, in the sense of returning a work 

to an earlier condition, is pure fiction. Generations of art restoration has shown that every 

intervention adds its own interpretation to the work in question’ (Van Wegen 1999, 201).  

Thou Shalt Not Change the Nature of the Object – a foundation in science 

Canadian conservator Miriam Clavir gives an account of the evolution of 

conservation from the post-Renaissance restorer and artist-restorer who altered and 

’improved’ the appearance of things, in-painting, adding and replacing missing pieces. 

Influential from the 1790s was the 'scientific climate’. Reason was paramount and reason was 

based on evidence, ‘true data’ that lay intrinsically in the object, Clavir contends (Clavir 

2002, 28-9). So the object must be preserved for future reference. 
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The scientific climate combined with new kinds of objects causing problems the 

artisanal craft skills of restorers could not solve (Clavir 2002, 10). Clavir’s examples include 

objects from the big archaeological digs of Pompeii, and later, deteriorating leather bindings 

caused by gas lighting emissions. Scale was another problem for artisanal restorers. As large 

public collections evolved, such as those from Pompeii, ‘large numbers of unstable objects’ 

were amassed, all of them needing treatment before going on public view (13). Chemistry 

emerged as the principle discipline in conservation, viewed as the discipline that had the 

ability, and a civic-minded duty, ‘to discover the nature of the world’ (13). By the 1930s 

when the profession of conservation took formal shape, its values were honed through this 

scientific lens. A more fleshed out account of conservation would go into an analysis of its 

values. As Van Wegen points out, every intervention is an interpretation, a value-laden 

decision. Addressing this cultural dimension finds an early expression with Alois Riegl in 

1903 (Lamprakos 2014), who foregrounds the ‘perceptions of the viewing subject’ in their 

cultural expectations and tastes. As Clavir outlines, these subjective dimensions of cultural 

significance and subjective decision making about treatments have an extensive history in 

conservation (Clavir 2002, 41-44). 

But we must recognise it is an artwork 

Conservator and scholar Vivian van Saaze similarly tracks conservation history, 

setting out the contribution of art historian Cesare Brandi in the 1960s. He observed that art’s 

purpose is not functional like an industrial product, but aesthetic and so ‘the work of art 

conditions the restoration, not vice versa’. The goal must be transmitting the work’s aesthetic 

‘unity’ to the future (Brandi 1996, 231). For Brandi, that unity comes about when form and 

content intertwine, so looking after the physical object should not be at the expense of what 

makes it a piece of art. Like Riegl, Brandi attends to the audience. An artwork’s ‘fundamental 

structure’ lies in the reception in individual consciousness (231). As he says, the work of art 

in its aesthetic unity must guide the conservation treatment, a significant shift from earlier 

approaches that put the needs of the material object first and foremost.  

Where past restoration methods had initially foregrounded changes and in later 

practice, sought to minimise them, in Brandi’s approach changes must be recognisable and 

acknowledged yet not interfere with the viewer’s reception of the art work (Brandi 1996, 

341). Changes should also ‘not prevent but rather facilitate possible future restoration’ (341), 

or as Van Saaze plainly states it, all treatments must be reversible (Van Saaze 2013, 42). This 
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was the flavour of my contact with conservation through film preservation in the 2000s. Van 

Wegen chimes with this in his idea that non-traditional art must be kept as a static ‘score’, as 

close to its original form as possible to inform future iterations of it (Van Wegen 1999, 208-

209). This reflects the idea we met earlier from Natasha Lushetich of ‘musical time as ideal 

time’ when recorded in a score (Lushetich 2011, 80). Van Wegen keeps the artwork static, as 

an ‘ideal’ iteration. 

Wharton is specific about the problems with standard models of conservation for 

contemporary art. He sets out that in established approaches to conservation, conservators are 

charged with 1) using materials science and craft skills to ‘inhibit chemical and physical 

degradation’ and 2) conserving the cultural significance of things they work on. Conservation 

has accepted that for artworks, cultural significance ‘resides in the conceptual intention of the 

artist’. So this gives us a working definition of the conservation task as preserving ‘the 

artist’s intent by inhibiting physical change’ (Wharton 2005, 163).43 

Man with Mirror helps us understand the problems implicit to all the conservatorial 

concerns parsed above. Will a focus on inhibiting physical change to Guy’s film, his mirror, a 

super 8 projector and a stand keep Man with Mirror alive in the future? Traditional 

conservation says it will, but what of the conceptual intention in the doubling of live-Guy 

with film-Guy? 

A recent Dutch project, New Strategies in the Conservation of Contemporary Art 

(2009-13), adds to the picture of the problem. For traditional artworks, our expectation is that 

after accession into a collection, care finishes with understanding the materials of the work 

and storing it appropriately. The work sits patiently, whole, on the shelf. In the case of 

conceptual art, time-based art, installations, performance and interactive art, we need to 

understand that long periods of this ‘half life’ or ‘slumber’ are detrimental because 

conservators need to test their knowledge of installing these pieces (Van de Vall et al. 2011, 

10). Left too long, ‘you’ve diminished your ability to keep it because you might not be able 

to install it properly’, quoting Jill Sterrett, Getty Museum conservator (Gale, Lake and 

Sterrett, 2009 in Van de Vall et al. 2011, 1).  

 

43 Clavir compiles a summary of ’normative attitudes of conservators towards their field’, definitions of conservation in their 
own words, 2002, 50-51. 
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Continuing the analysis of Wharton’s argument, he identifies that contemporary art 

introduces a values clash for conservators. The alignment in Brandi’s model between artist’s 

intent and the preservation doctrine of inhibiting physical change falls away because, in much 

contemporary art, there is no monolithic object. Saving just the object will not do it because 

the ‘primary value lies in the non-material realm of experience and interaction’ (Wharton 

2005, 162). 

Vivian Van Saaze notes the impact of the work of Salvador Munoz Vinas’s 

Contemporary Theory of Conservation which acknowledges the changed form of 

contemporary art and the challenges it brings (Munoz Vinas 2005). Munoz Vinas identifies 

the subjective work the conservator must contribute to care for contemporary art. No longer 

can the conservator ‘hide’ behind an objective and impartial role. Deteriorating plastics, 

unplayable 1980s computer disks and burnt out 1970s cathode ray tube video projectors 

demand that someone makes a decision about the future instantiations of the artwork, 

understanding that the results of that decision will become part of the audience’s experience. 

So where the primary value of artworks like Man with Mirror lies in the ‘nonmaterial 

realm of experience and interaction’ (Wharton 2005, 162), decisions are not clear-cut and the 

values set out in conservation ethics do not always apply. The rule book is inadequate.  

Tate conservator Pip Laurenson has looked closely at the problems of authenticity for 

contemporary art.  

Rather than prioritising the authenticity of an object, she emphasises its ‘identity’, 

which comes together as a set of ‘work defining properties’. She retains the importance of the 

artist’s intention, but more clearly defined: the work-defining properties will include ‘the 

artist’s instructions, artist approved installations intended to act as models, an understanding 

of the context in which they were made and the willingness and ability of those acting as 

custodians of the work to be sensitive in the realisation of a good installation’ (Laurenson 

2006).  

Laurenson’s notion of thinking of artworks not as objects but instead as having an 

‘identity’, helps address the reality of a work like Man with Mirror. What is the value of the 

original objects – Guy’s mirror and his super 8 film? They are ‘relics’ of Guy’s own 

performance and undoubtedly valuable to those who treasure Guy’s art (such as Eye 
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Filmmuseum). But in terms of keeping Man with Mirror alive over time, how can this work? 

The curator at Eye reports she will be happy for Guy’s son to perform with Guy’s film 

(Monizza in Darrell Hewins 2015, 83). That would add an intriguing layer to the re-tellings 

of Man with Mirror but will it deliver the simple, poetic, confusion between the live body 

and the film body that seems to be cardinal? 

 

Artworks that are subject to ‘changeability’ 

Conservation theorists Hanna Hölling and Van Saaze both describe the real work of 

bringing together these variable, changeable artworks for reinstallation. Hölling uses the term 

‘changeable’ to describe artworks that lack defined limits (Hölling 2017, 77). Both use 

examples of media artist and early Fluxus artist Nam June Paik. Both Hölling and Van Saaze 

describe trawling through the records about the artwork, kept in many places in the museum 

and also in other institutions. Drawing on this experience, Hölling forms the view that 

preservation is two pronged – comprising physical conservation of the objects in the artwork 

and what she calls ‘virtual’ conservation. For her, works that are subject to ‘changeability’ as 

she terms it, are constituted and reconstituted in the records about them (Hölling 2017, 77). 

Their real preservation lies in the archives about them. To elaborate: both Van Saaze and 

Hölling paint a picture of granular scrounging to find photographs, diagrams, descriptions, 

treatment notes, letters and emails about past installations of the works, their acquisition and 

about Paik (for example, Hölling 2017, 76-92; Van Saaze 2013, 88-89). From this material, 

along with the physical elements kept in the museum’s stores, Hölling describes how she and 

her colleagues bring Paik’s Arche Noah together again. Just the objects on their own would 

have left Hölling and colleagues immobilised.  

Staying with Hölling, she contends that the real work of preservation takes place in 

the documentation. For the team to install Arche Noah, they brought the physical elements 

out of the store and acquired components like video monitors. They needed to learn about 

Arche Noah’s configurations from the records about it. I would add that they needed to ‘think 

like Paik’ (my formulation, reported in Florance 2018, 51) and reflect on the kunstwollen of 

the work. Derk van Wegen, an early contributor to the conservation of non-traditional art 

gave his definition of kunstwollen. It is the context the work emerges from, including what is 
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technically achievable in that time, the predispositions of that artist and the cultural 

environment in which audiences experience the work (Van Wegen 1999).  

 Hölling uses the language of the ‘virtual’ to describe what the archives contribute to 

re-installing Arche Noah. Hölling’s key idea is that the potential iterations for an artwork lie 

latent in the archives. It is a creative process to ‘actualise’ them from their virtual archival 

state to installation in the gallery (Hölling 2017, 105).  

She draws on the time philosophy of Henri Bergson and Giles Deleuze. Arche Noah, 

and other changeable works like Guy’s, have a ‘durational identity that "contains" many 

different pasts’. The place to find out about those pasts and access resources about them is the 

archives. Those pasts are a ‘virtual’ part of a work like Arche Noah. To ‘actualise’ the pasts 

from their virtual state is a process of co-creation, a creative process (Hölling 2017, 105). The 

work of the conservator and the curator in this situation is distinctly subjective – creative. 

Each new iteration of the work adds a new deposit to the archives. 

Hölling continues that future iterations of changeable artworks are made from the 

archives. Future iterations are responsive to the stored-up virtues that are designated to be 

essential to the artwork. Curators and conservators consult what has happened in the past and 

devise their course of action for what can happen in the future. Hölling works through how 

this helps assess what aspects have changed in the past and so helps determine where effort 

and attention should be spent to keep things the same in the future.  

So the answer to the question ‘what is the artwork’ is ‘it depends’. But the scope of 

what is possible within that ‘it depends’ is grounded in the facts of the archive, Dening’s 

‘what actually happened’, rather than our expectation of what should happen. 

Do we descend into a mire of relativism, unable to be held to account? That is the 

problem with subjective sources that cannot be triangulated, as we learnt from Vanessa 

Agnew’s critique of re-enactment as subjective. Dening addresses this and his answer is that 

we must use our double vision in an effort to ‘perform’ what actually happened for our reader 

or audience. In double vision, we observe ourselves decoding our sources and before that, we 

are aware of the sources’ own decoding of the situation on which they report. And then we 

must perform our account to our reader of what actually happened. Recall how Dening 

formulated these ideas through the eyes of the beachcomber Robarts. Living amongst the 
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Marquesans, Robarts reported in his journal on the relationships he observed which a) he had 

to decode, b) he reported as he actually observed rather than the ‘received’ story of 

Marquesan cultural behaviour, for example Robarts reported who actually married who, and 

amongst whom there were conflicts (Dening 1996, 60). So for Man with Mirror, we must 

stick with what actually happens or has happened in Guy’s artwork (and yet, what is potent 

here is the whole power of the manual to free the work up, as shown by Laura and Sean’s 

contributions).  

To flesh out and build on Hölling’s idea that the work is made in the archives, we 

need to look at the scholarship that informs it – object biography (Van de Vall et al. 2011, 6). 

Object biography gives us the salient lesson that understanding objects emerges from the 

stories of their cumulative experience. 

 

Object biography 

What is in the archives, we hope, is enough knowledge about the cluster of relations 

that make up the artwork’s ‘identity’ sufficient that we can re-make the work. Object 

biography contributes the model of testing understanding of tacit and contextual knowledge. 

By trying out the tacit and other rules that form the cluster of relations that the artwork has 

become, its meanings are clarified along with its possibilities (or virtues). The skills required 

to enact those rules are also affirmed. 

Van de Vall, Hölling and colleagues quote Getty conservator Jill Sterrett who 

explains that we must test our ‘objects’ so we know how to install them in the future:  

Conventional thinking holds that in order to keep objects for future generations, 
we study the materials, put them in dark storage, and monitor the environment. 
And that, we hope, will sustain an object’s life for hundreds of years. But what 
we’ve come up against with art made in the last fifty years – particularly 
installation-based art – is that if we do something like that, then it is a sure sign of 
its demise. Why? Because, we actually have to test our knowledge of installing 
these pieces. They’re only parts in storage until we put them together. They 
become the art according to a set of instructions that we get from the artist. If you 
put the work in storage and don’t display it for ten years, you’ve diminished your 
ability to keep it because you might not be able to install it properly. (Gale, Lake 
and Sterrett 2009)  
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 The idea that objects have biographies comes from mid-1980s analysis of 

commodities in cross-disciplinary anthropology. Through tracing the actual movement of 

exchangeable goods (a broad definition of commodities), a much better understanding of the 

rules that applied to them emerges. Kopytoff, who traces his contact with the concept, 

explains that the idea grew from the observations of an early twentieth-century 

anthropologist. Trying to understand land inheritance rules, that anthropologist tested his 

understanding using a particular plot of land. Kopytoff’s insight, amplified by luminary 

anthropologist Arjun Appadurai, is that by tracking things themselves, we can track how they 

change over time. It is this Kopytoff refers to as a biographical approach (Kopytoff 1986; 

Appadurai 1986). What is important for my argument is that essential to Kopytoff’s idea is 

that by tracking a biography, you track change.  

Hanna Hölling’s study of works by artist Nam June Paik was inspired by identifying 

the limits of change an artwork might undergo and still remain the artwork (2017, 48). 

Hölling and colleagues showed that that reinstallation inevitably produced change (Van de 

Vall et al. 2011). Object biography affirms this experience as it shows that what a thing ‘is’ 

and ‘does’ changes over time. It also turns up the many different relationships the object 

participates in.  

In the case of the user's manual, I tested it to see if it delivered Man with Mirror, to 

see if we effectively described what we could term, the ‘event-world’ of the artwork (Gibson, 

Crea and Chambers 2018, 1).  

 Man with Mirror as described in the manual includes information about its past 

(background information about Guy, expanded cinema and TLC’s re-enactments, for 

example), all essential to building up a picture of its ‘event-world’ (Gibson, Crea and 

Chambers 2018, 1). But did any of this background look like object biography? Perhaps, but 

we did not think about Man with Mirror as having agency, that is the ability to make things 

happen in the world on its own, that object biography may have brought to it. 

Let us look closely at Kopytoff’s approach. ‘In doing the biography of a thing, one 

would ask questions similar to those one asks about people: What, sociologically, are the 

biographical possibilities inherent in its “status” and in the period and culture, and how are 

these possibilities realized? Where does the thing come from and who made it? What has 

been its career so far, and what do people consider to be an ideal career for such things? What 
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are the recognized “ages” or periods in the thing's “life”, and what are the cultural markers 

for them? How does the thing's use change with its age, and what happens to it when it 

reaches the end of its usefulness?’ (Kopytoff 1986, 66-7). Let us look at object biography in 

practice at the National Museum of Australia (NMA), where a team of curators used it to 

bring together new permanent exhibitions in the mid 2000s (Schamberger et al. 2008). They 

focused on the following properties to gather an object’s biography: the history of its physical 

characteristics, materials the object is made from, its story of use/circulation/disuse, the 

values and significances it reflects and, for some objects, understanding the performance of 

their meaning (their examples were a dress and a musical instrument that both ‘came to life’ 

in certain ‘performances’ (279)).  

Kopytoff’s questions and the NMA curators’ questions are not yet relevant for Man 

with Mirror but they may become relevant over time. Both lists express a generous interest in 

the possibilities for what Man with Mirror might be in the future, recognising as they do, the 

potential for significant change.  

 Kopytoff’s focus was on deepening understanding about objects, specifically 

commodities understood in broad terms, exchangeable goods. Anthropologists Chris Gosden 

and Yvonne Marshall, more than a decade later, are also interested in deepening 

understanding through the contextual and comparative study of objects, accessible through 

the drawing together of their respective biographies. Gosden and Marshall clarify some 

points as they work through key contributors to the idea of object biography (Gosden and 

Marshall 1999). They emphasise that Kopytoff was advocating that we consider things in the 

whole cycle of production, exchange and consumption as they cannot be understood 

through just one singular point in their life. Clearly, this is pertinent to the preservation of 

largely ‘immaterial’ artworks such as Man with Mirror. 

Following the work of Marilyn Strathern, Gosden and Marshall tease out a focus on 

relations between people and objects, relations that shift and change depending on context 

(Gosden and Marshall 1999, 173). They emphasise Appadurai's original focus on how 

studying context can track change: ‘A watch bought in a shop as a commodity can be given 

as a gift with the social force of an item made and intended from the first to be a gift. For 

Appadurai context is all and, rather than making blanket distinctions between objects, we 

need to look at the political and social circumstances surrounding exchanges’ (Gosden and 

Marshall 1999, 174). They explain how some biographies emerge through what is done 
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with an object, how it performs and this extends the web of relations still further (Gosden 

and Marshall 1999, 176). They conclude that the usefulness of the ‘metaphor of biography’ is 

that it can reveal the ‘variety of relationships between people and things in different cultural 

contexts’. And biography is a methodology that allows comparison. Gosden and Marshall: it 

can lead ‘us to think comparatively about the accumulation of meaning in objects and the 

changing effects these have on people and events’ and comparing biographies gives us access 

to the sheer variety of those accumulated meanings (Gosden and Marshall 1999, 177). That 

variety is important to acclimatise us to the potential variety that the archive can give us 

about the artwork and other works with related biographies. 

With a specific focus on Man with Mirror, let us clarify what is useful from object 

biography.  

1. Art made from a mesh of relations 

Object biography surfaces relationships and their variety, essential for art that is made 

from a mesh of all those relations. Specific situations and environments draw some 

relations out, while others recede. But the relations are still there, present as potential. 

The viewer absorbs what they are shown, experiencing the relations available now, 

aware that potential to experience different relations is there. That is part of what is 

enriching about this kind of art.  

 
2. Objects have agency 

‘Objects’ are not mute and static, they are in relationships and those relationships 

vary. Objects themselves have agency. 

 
3. It is a challenge to define a ‘cluster of relations’  

When the ‘object’ is a cluster of relations rather than a physical entity, it is the cluster 

of relations that the conservator must work on. To act ethically, conservators must 

define that cluster before they take action. Forming this definition is an ontological 

task, about how an object means as well as what it means.  

 

4. Tracking biographies shows up tacit rules 

Tracking the ‘biography’ of an object can reveal tacit or hidden rules. Tracking how 

Man with Mirror emerges through use of the manual by different users reveals 

information about all three ‘actors’ – the manual, Man with Mirror and the situation 
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of the users.  

Hölling and her colleagues (Rénee van de Vall, Sanneke Stigter and Tatja Scholte) 

provide a practical application in conservation of these ideas – conservators become change 

managers, conservation is about assisting the artwork’s progression over time rather than 

preservation in a fixed moment in time. Can storytelling assist the progression of works like 

Man with Mirror? 

 

Storytelling 

The relationship of narrative to sense making was clearly set out in a recent article by 

a trio of Australian scholars (Gibson, Crea and Chambers 2018). They examined how 

narrative guides decision making in complex situations such as emergency medicine, military 

conflicts and business boardrooms. They present us with the idea that to understand a 

complex situation, we need a ‘polyvalent account of how the system has been tending’ and 

those polyvalent accounts take the form of stories (Gibson, Crea and Chambers 2018, 2). 

There are three phases in the story in the ‘event-world’ of the complex situation: composing 

the story, performing it and witnessing it (Gibson, Crea and Chambers 2018, 1). If we know 

something of the story, we know something of the event-world.  

As we experience these three phases of the story, told by multiple composers and 

performers and received by witnesses, our polyvalent view builds and we form a mesh, 

capturing ‘a residue of some of the “telling” factors and tendencies’ in the situation, the 

closest we can hope to get to capturing the situation itself (Gibson, Crea and Chambers 2018, 

2).  

Applying these ideas to Hölling and Van Saaze caring for complex art, we cannot 

‘freeze and model’ the artwork as if it were a static and unchanging fait accompli; rather, we 

need to generate a ‘polyvalent account’ of how it has ‘been tending’. Lying behind Gibson, 

Crea and Chambers’ emphasis on the story is Walter Benjamin’s essay ‘The Storyteller – 

Reflections on the work of Nikolai Leskov’ ([1935] 1969a). Discussing the work of Leskov 

as a master storyteller, Benjamin goes through the properties of storytelling, distinguishable 

from other forms of narrative. The story is built from a ‘slow piling one on top of the other of 

thin transparent layers’, a pertinent visualisation ‘of the way in which the perfect narrative is 
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revealed through the layers of a variety of retellings’ (Benjamin [1935] 1969a, 93). Why is 

the story re-told? It wants re-telling, over and over because a story is left to the listener or the 

reader to interpret, not ‘shot through with explanation’. It does not expend itself, it preserves 

and concentrates its strength, strength that can still be released after a long time. It does ‘not 

aim to convey the pure essence of the thing, like information or a report. It sinks the thing 

into the life of the storyteller in order to bring it out of him again’ (93). Let us highlight some 

of those properties: the perfect narrative is built from layers of retellings, is re-tellable, keeps 

its strength and sinks into the life of the storyteller.  

How do these ideas fit with our situation? A comparison with Hölling is instructive 

(Hölling 2017). She must make an account of her findings from the archives and after that 

she adds the records of her actions – tales of use – which contribute new layers to the full 

contextual story of the artwork. Her additions do not claim to be definitive, it is her account, 

the next account will likely be different. We have heard similar words before, in relation to 

the user’s manual. The manual is TLC’s tale of our encounter with Man with Mirror. TLC’s 

manual and the insert that Laura made for it are both ‘retellings’ towards a ‘slow piling one 

on top of the other of thin transparent layers’ and this ‘variety of retellings’ is the way in 

‘which the perfect narrative is revealed' (Benjamin [1935] 1969a, 93).  

In common between Hölling and TLC is that both are accounts of an encounter. In 

Hölling’s case her encounter is with the records, in TLC’s case, the encounter is with the 

rules of Man with Mirror. Another way to say this is that an encounter with the ‘bones’ of 

artworks takes place which both Hölling and TLC try to faithfully recount.  

Benjamin tells us that if the story is a good story, the narrative a good narrative, it will 

stay ‘true’ with numerous retellings, not expending itself but springing up fresh and strong 

with each telling. The story emerges from the storyteller, where it is embedded in the 

storyteller’s life. So here is some evidence to support my claim that Hölling’s and TLC’s 

accounts are their accounts – the story stays strong and fresh but it is embedded in the teller, 

it comes through the ‘life’ of the teller, the particular time and place of Hölling or TLC.  

And after Gibson, Crea and Chambers, the manual allows layers of story to build up, 

a ‘polyvalent account’ of Man with Mirror, achieved through accretions of re-tellings to build 

a narrative ‘mesh’. 



Chapter 4 Understanding the user’s manual 

154 

So far there is evidence that Benjamin’s properties of the storyteller prevail – the 

story, Man with Mirror, holds its shape, despite numerous retellings. It is my hope and TLC’s 

that the energy of Man with Mirror is not expended but ‘preserves and concentrates its 

strength’.  

 

Guy on preservation 

The idea of the manual as a tale of TLC’s experience has been supported with 

arguments from Gibson, Crea and Chambers and Benjamin. We arrived there after 

investigating conservation views on how to deal with artworks like Man with Mirror. With 

this new conception of the user’s manual as a tale of use, I will now test that conception 

against Guy’s thoughts. I will then be ready to draw some conclusions about DNA and finish 

off the fieldwork story. 

Guy discusses preservation with Diana, sharing his thoughts about his work 

continuing to be performed. Guy: ‘I don’t have a problem with Man with Mirror being done 

again by anybody else … I’m happy if it can have a life beyond me and if it finds new 

forms’. He refers to TLC’s work and London artist Karolina Raczynski’s piece Skype Call 

(2011-16) that was ‘relayed via videos … so it’s taken on a completely different form’.44 Guy 

welcomes the idea of Man with Mirror behaving like a rhizome, where new ideas or shoots 

strike from a common node in an interconnected network. For him the origin of Man with 

Mirror lies in the scene in the London Film-Makers’ Co-op and he points to film artist 

Annabel Nicolson’s expanded cinema work as an important reference for Man with Mirror. 

He welcomes TLC’s efforts to make our own versions and the manual, ‘chart’ he calls it, 

noting that it can be used without his intervention, combined with the help of video 

documentation. He concurs re-enactment works as a form of preservation, as he says, ‘you 

can’t preserve the original thing, but you can re-enact it.’ As Guy mulls over re-enactment, 

 

44  Raczynski clarified to me that Skype Call  ‘derives more from Guy’s Paper Landscape (I am painting the screen with 
paint and my sister is cutting the paper)’. Recall that Guy considers Man with Mirror a companion work to Paper 
Landscape. Raczynski explained that Skype Call deals with ‘re-enactment, space-time gaps and the screen. I was able to 
explore these themes in a different way by using Skype and working with my twin sister’ (Karolina Raczynski, email to 
author, 4 March 2020).  
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for him it is critical the audience knows what is going on, that they know it is a re-enactment 

(Guy interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017).  

But Guy is also alert that audiences attend to the visible difference between him now 

and as a young man. A way to keep that alive may be through intergenerational transmission 

to his children; earlier I recounted that Eye Filmmuseum curator Simona Monizza considered 

Guy’s son could be a suitable person to perform with Guy’s film in the future (Darrell 

Hewins 2015, 83). Will there be a visible resemblance the audience can detect? We will not 

know until his children try it. What happens if there is no resemblance? TLC has, so far, 

thought this resemblance was essential to the poetic doubling of Man with Mirror but maybe 

we’re wrong about that. 

Guy’s thoughts about preservation crystallise into four points. 

1. He is happy for his work to extend in unforeseen directions, behaving ‘like a 

rhizome’.  

2. For him, ‘you can’t preserve the original but you can re-enact it’ and he comments 

that using a combination of the manual and video documentation, you could work it 

out.  

3. Consistent with his body of work, for him audiences must know it is a re-enactment 

and the re-enactors do well to be thorough in finding out about Guy’s work. 

4. Guy’s son Kai could be a useful stand-in.  

Guy points out that his son Kai could perform. He notes the timeline on the reverse of 

the manual. This visualises the intergenerational nature of Guy teaching Lucas and Louise.  

Intergenerational transmission is an inevitable consequence for TLC of working with 

artists like Guy Sherwin, Anthony McCall and Malcolm Le Grice who are a generation ahead 

of us. It surfaces quite literally in TLC’s work, intertwining with the sociable working 

methods TLC deploys. Diana asked Lucas about his view on TLC’s practice of spending time 

and effort on the social arrangements. Lucas responded: 

It just seems to me that that's the way that we work. It's part of how it happens. 
It's interesting thinking back about when we've interacted with Guy … they’re 
never just sort of dry formal professional hangouts. It's always like we go to 
dinner when we hang out. He's got young kids as well so the kids will play with 
each other and you're sort of in the middle of all of that. Something pops up 
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where you are all of a sudden speaking about some nuance or complexity in the 
original work or in the re-enactment process or something like that. So it is kind 
of all folded in with that sort of social side of things.  

 

Lucas describes TLC’s 2013 visit to Guy’s London Film-Makers’ Co-op colleague Malcolm 

Le Grice. Lucas:  

We went to stay in the same town where [Malcolm] lived … it was the same thing, 
we just ate together and we had glasses of wine at lunch time and then we would 
jump back into the studio and go sit with him and interview him and chat … The 
whole thing is just very, very sociable … it's not just a dry professional 
interaction. I think certainly in the case of Guy Sherwin and Malcolm Le Grice, it 
builds trust and gives those originating artists a sense of confidence that when we 
are playing with their work, that their work's going to be in safe hands … in 
socialisation, there's an intergenerational interaction going on. There's this idea 
that this encounter is not just happening today but it's happening over the course 
of decades and that, you know when those kids grow up there's a possibility that 
they might be part of the work somehow as well. 

(Lucas Ihlein interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 14-15 minutes) 

 

‘A delicate responsibility’ – the manual prises the work from Guy 

For TLC, engaging with Guy is essential to keeping the ‘tradition’ of his work alive. 

This aligns to Rebecca Schneider’s formulation that by shaping the work as a ritual that gets 

performed, we strengthen it. With Guy’s blessing, TLC, through the user’s manual set the 

work free from an exclusive, and ultimately restrictive attachment to Guy. Lucas elaborates:  

 The fact that we took that responsibility to break the work free of Guy Sherwin means 
that someone like Laura has the freedom to then turn it into something else, without 
worrying so much about retaining that fidelity to the original …  
… so the responsibility of us as artists who are taking on this work from the past is to 
create a strong enough through-line back to the so-called original work to kind of 
point to it. But at the same time not to just pickle it but to bring it into our present 
time and place and demonstrate that it's relevant to what's going on now, and in 
doing so kind of help it, or assist with its evolutionary process. And so with our 
version of what we call (Wo)Man with Mirror, our reiteration or re-enactment of Guy 
Sherwin’s Man with Mirror, our responsibility was to bring the work away from his 
primary authorship so that it had a degree of freedom … 
… in the idea of responsibility is that it's not a kind of ethic of plundering the past as 
a material that you just use to make your own new stuff … it is a delicate 
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responsibility in that sense. 
(Lucas Ihlein interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2017, 2-4 minutes) 

 

Val, Laura and Louise perform 

Laura returned to Canberra later in 2016. She performed Woman with Man with 

Mirror several times, including a performance with my mother Valerie and me.  

I will describe that event, for it revealed one last important idea about preservation, 

re-enactment and tales of use: the idea of aptitude aligned to distributed cognition. 

Laura, Valerie and I gather in the Urambi community centre. It is agreed we will 

perform in the courtyard of the community centre, a courtyard with warm coloured brick on 

the ground and walls and one building with a brown timber wall, some thin birch trees are in 

the courtyard.  

Louise: We get to be outdoors which is good. And also it would be good to have 
incidental objects, the wall and the trees and the greyish brown wall of the community 
centre, and the bricks, to catch the mirror reflections.  

(Louise Curham, November 2016, transcript of video part 1, 23 minutes) 

We discuss how we should position ourselves for the three of us to perform at the 

same time. It is clarified that Valerie has had the manual ahead of time. She proposes Laura 

or Louise should ‘call’ the choreography, as Lucas had done when Laura made her film and 

as Laura’s ‘autocue’ does for her during performance.  

It is left unresolved if Laura and Louise will call out the instructions. The discussion 

turns to the logistics of turning projectors on and finding one’s ‘spot’ while carrying the 

mirror. Louise describes the movements in the four phases to Valerie. Laura helps clarify 

some key points. Valerie has studied the manual but her understanding of it is vague. After 

several minutes of description of the different phases from Louise, Valerie says:  

Valerie: So what is the image that’s on the film? 
Louise: You. Doing these actions. Remember I filmed you on Mt Painter … of you 
performing this. 
Valerie: Goodness me. 
Laura: It’s you on the screen and you behind it … people know it’s you but you’re 
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slightly different … your hair’s different … you’re seeing doubling … that’s why 
we’ve all recorded our own versions instead of using Guy’s. 

Valerie: I see. Alright. Goodness’ sakes. 
Laura: Unless we perform to each other’s films. 

Louise: We could, we can try anything. 
(Valerie Liddle, Louise Curham and Laura Hindmarsh, November 2016, transcript of 
video part 2, 22 minutes)  

The discussion continues that we could try the reverse generation gap where Valerie performs 

with my film and I perform with hers. The logistics mean we just perform ‘straight’, Valerie 

with her film, Laura and I each with our own film. 

Later that evening we gather back in the spot Laura recorded her film. We are ready 

early with our small audience of neighbours and friends. It is early dusk, a long way off dark, 

and the video camera records even more light in the sky than we experience in person. This 

location is home to flocks of cockatoos numbering more than a hundred birds, all in full 

voice. Earlier, before the audience gathered, Laura recorded her autocue-guide track for her 

performance. She soon begins the performance, her audio competing with the cockatoos. The 

dusk progresses while she performs and by the end of nine minutes, it is nearly dark. 

We then relocate a few hundred metres away up to the community centre, Laura 

moves her film and projector but leaves her audio equipment behind. Valerie, Laura and I 

each take our spot. We begin. After about a minute, my film sticks in the film projector, 

burning a hole in it and stopping the film’s progress. I fix it and assign an audience member 

to watch over the take up reel of the projector. We complete our performance. 

Distributed cognition 

As Valerie, Laura and I worked together, it emerged that Valerie’s understanding 

from the user’s manual was limited. She had read it before we met but it was news to her that 

the film was of her performing the same moves she would perform live. But along with 

insufficient information, Valerie also lacked the predisposition to it. Both Laura and Sean 

brought some relevant previous experience – Laura through her own works based on re-

enactment, Sean through his movement background. They also brought their aptitude as 

artists engaged with performance. A definition of aptitude points to ‘natural ability’ as a 

distinguishing characteristic, it is the ‘the natural capacity to acquire or learn a body of 

knowledge’ (Scott 2014). 
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Bourdieu helped us make sense of Laura trying to work out where to put her hands on 

the mirror back in Chapter 2. We discussed Laura's habitus, made up of her predispositions 

and experience. Her habitus established what was possible for her in that moment of inquiry 

about her hand position. Valerie’s habitus is quite different. Her experience is limited to her 

exposure to TLC's other work, her exposure to art through her social life amongst her art-

educated friends and her exposure to art through her children. Unlike Sean, her sedimented 

behaviours do not extend to movement practices other than bushwalking and gardening. So 

Valerie has limited resources of her own to lean on to carry out the user’s manual 

instructions.  

But Valerie was not working alone, she was working with me and Laura and she had 

studied the manual. Historian Pamela Smith analyses craft knowledge and identifies 

distributed cognition as one of the properties essential to its efficacy and resilience. When 

distributed cognition is present, Smith identifies that ‘people appear to think in conjunction or 

partnership with others and with the help of culturally provided tools and implements. 

Cognitions, it would seem, are not content-free tools that are brought to bear on this or that 

problem; rather, they emerge in a situation tackled by teams of people and the tools available 

to them’ (Smith 2007, 38). Distributed cognition gave Valerie some support, and she fell 

back on her habitus, which included seeing (Wo)Man with Mirror some years earlier (2012), 

rehearsing the movements to film her own super 8 with Lucas and I and then filming it with 

me. To produce the performance with Laura and I, she relied principally on my coaching with 

Laura’s input.  

To deepen our understanding of Valerie’s limited aptitude as a user of the manual, a 

discipline that relies on intuition and skill helps – music. Sydney artist Peter Humble 

identifies that musical understanding comes together as ‘a knowledge grounded and 

inseparable from the body’, but emerging from a cultural context – in his instance, his peer 

group of Australian improvising musicians. He emphasises that ‘he felt at home’ in the 

particular kind of music he was participating in (Humble 2015, 8) and that was an essential 

starting place on which he built his musical understanding. 

The transcript of Valerie working with Laura and me shows us that she’s at a 

disadvantage because we have not helped her feel more ‘at home’ with Man with Mirror and 

its original time and place. So she begins on the back foot with her effort to run the rules and 

rigours of Man with Mirror.  



Chapter 4 Understanding the user’s manual 

160 

The metadata of user’s experience 

Communal distributed cognition (a combination of aptitude and habitus of the users, 

combined with the archives, identity and biography of the work) can be formalised as a tale 

of use or addition to the story of Man with Mirror, a growth ring around it. Man with Mirror 

is there, whole within, strengthened by the ‘metadata’ of users’ experiences. It is 

strengthened because of the returns that are made to it (repetition, new discoveries made, 

more people brought in contact with it) and its survival is therefore more likely. 

Users’ experiences are prized because they are authentic when they are ‘double 

visioned’, running the rules and rigours of Man with Mirror but responsive to the specifics of 

the people and environment who are interacting with them. The manual operates as a 

conceptual keeping place for the tales of use – the experiences need not be literally added to 

the text of the document but the idea of a pragmatic account of experience, or the addition of 

a tool that helps the next user, is encapsulated by the concept of a user’s manual, metadata 

additions that require a permanent connection to the original to contribute completely what is 

valuable about them.  

The identity of Man with Mirror seems to be captured in the manual, and that was 

critical labour by TLC to take on the ‘responsibility’, as Lucas calls it, of faithfully setting 

down the necessary ingredients to produce Man with Mirror.  

But in a conceptual frame where Man with Mirror has agency of its own, as object 

biography showed us, it can then be built both from the archives (via Hanna Hölling) and also 

from its own habitus, its combination of predispositions and environment.  

The essential learning is that when the rules and rigours are the starting point, the 

divergence the outside works show is a result of the essential quality of authenticity – the 

manual users have diverged because that is true to their situation and experience in their 

time and place. It is their performance or unique instantiation of the rules and rigours. And 

rather than changing Man with Mirror in a vortex of analogue copying deterioration, when 

these uses act as metadata, they are always linked to Guy’s work, lying within, 

strengthening it through these growth rings. And finally, in this model the future for Man 

with Mirror can surprise us.



 

 
 

 

Conclusion and   
future work  
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Using the case study of a media art performance from the 1970s (Guy Sherwin’s Man 

with Mirror), this research has explored the role of use in strengthening and aiding the survival of 

ephemeral, performative cultural practices and artefacts that lose something important when they 

are recorded, or left to exist only by their recordings.  

 

The research has shown:  

1. That there is something extra to what can be recorded, something extra that 

must travel forwards too, appended to the preserved materials. It can be passed 

on in person, or it can be passed on through a compendium of stories 

accounting for the complex situation which hosts the ‘thing’ that is being 

preserved. 

2. The story grows stronger or thicker from the ‘growth rings’ of use and re-use 

that it gathers over time. The original remains within the growth rings.  

I have found that accounts by rigorous users can give insights into  the recorded thing 

despite the immateriality of many aspects of the experience that is being preserved. I show this 

through an examination of rigorous use of TLC’s rules for Man with Mirror. These accounts of 

rigorous use offer future audiences a pathway to a rich experience of the original work and an 

awareness of the techno-cultural situation of the new user.  

I have shown that to keep things that are inadequately captured through recordings, 

such as Man with Mirror, we need both recordings and body-to-body transmission. By ‘body-

to-body transmission’ I mean ‘handing the thing on in person’ in performance. By 

‘recordings’, I mean all the different modes of inscription from writing to video recordings, 

the evidence that we usually encounter in an archives, often in digital form.  

Transmission in person and the recording, including metadata, combine to enrich the 

contact that is possible, via the archive, between the thing and its context in a way that allows 

the researcher/re-enactor to make adjustments while developing an immersed understanding 

of the artwork. These adjustments are informed by the ever-evolving experience that the 

researcher accrues while re-enacting the artwork in accordance both with the directives in the 

manual, with reference to accounts from previous users of the manual and, ideally, with 

person-to-person transactions with previous enactors of the artwork. 
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Chapter by chapter review 

My research-quest has followed the phases of the data collection. I dwelled in the germane 

issues at each phase as TLC went through its rigorous routines of use and re-use of an ephemeral 

but markedly resilient artwork. To recap, the chronology of the data collection began with Laura 

using a manual for Guy Sherwin’s artwork Man with Mirror made by TLC. Laura used the 

manual with TLC’s assistance, then artists in New Zealand used it on their own. Laura performed 

her work in Canberra, including a performance with me and my mother Valerie.  

 

Where has this quest been chapter by chapter?  

 

In Chapter 1, I began by outlining my research questions. I gave my credentials to take on 

this quest – to recap: my professional experience in official, government-funded archives, my 

long-running practices as a media artist and my extensive experience staging creative re-

enactments in communal and collaborative settings in Australia and abroad.  

Next I examined expanded cinema as a heritage item, which led to an analysis of the 

specifics of my case-study accounting for my staging of Guy’s Man with Mirror. I positioned 

re-enactment as a special use case which points out a gap in our collective ‘know-how’ 

concerning the kinds of resources we keep for preserving ephemeral, score-based and event-

based artworks. What is needed for re-enactment is more demanding than simply establishing 

that something took place. The gap in what is needed for re-enactment is a gap that is not 

easily filled because 1) some of what is needed is body-to-body transmission from 

‘established’ performer to ‘next’ performer, and 2) we do not necessarily know what we will 

need until we carry out the re-enactment. 

I assigned works like Man with Mirror to a class of heritage items that are 

performance-dependent. Usually we rely on contextual information, both technical and 

cultural contextual information, to bring these to life. I explained that for these heritage items 

the contextual information alone is not sufficient, partly because it cannot all be written down 

or recorded and partly because the originators’ knowledge is usually overwhelmingly tacit. 

To thicken our understanding of these issues, I glossed the relevant literature from the 

discipline of performance studies.  
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Chapter 2 focused on the case of Laura using the manual with TLC and what this told us 

about embodied knowledge. Laura’s work revealed that TLC had more useful knowledge than 

they realised. This knowledge was in excess of that written in the manual. It needed to be 

conveyed to Laura in person and it was only in action that it was uncovered. We saw that testing 

out the manual throws up knowledge-problems with it – testing told us what was not in the 

manual. Exploring what was happening for Laura and what choices were available to her, we 

came to a discussion of embodiment literature: Pierre Bourdieu’s habitus, Brian Massumi’s 

Deleuzian idea of the virtual and the properties of embodiment as N. Katherine Hayles identified 

them.  

In Chapter 3 I turned to re-enactment, through the work of performance studies 

scholar Rebecca Schneider. I discussed the double vision of re-enactment – double-visioned 

because the past and the present make each other, they are co-constituted. I noted how things 

from the past experienced in the present are not the past but they are also not not the past. 

The data we explored was Laura’s customisations, the deliberate variations from the manual 

she chose to make. I drew on Gabrielle Brandstetter’s idea of excorporation, expounded by 

dance theorist André Lepecki: that things go out from the body therefore there is knowledge 

we get from our bodies. We used Laura’s customisations to discuss her work with the manual 

as her unique instantiation of Man with Mirror. We reached the realisation that for work you 

cannot meaningfully digitise, experiencing someone else’s efforts to run the ‘rules and 

rigours’ of the work offers insight. Important here was Australian historian Greg Dening’s 

idea that we cannot know ‘what really happened’ but we can experience ourselves something 

of what actually happened – by this he means we can encounter some of the evidence for 

what took place but we cannot definitively interpret it, so we must attend to the quality of our 

own encounter with that evidence. 

Finally in Chapter 4 I descended into the details and particulars of our test case in order to 

understand that while we cannot categorically define Man with Mirror, the TLC user’s manual 

contains generative DNA that carries it into the future. This involved working closely and 

reflectively with the user’s manual. 

 

 



Conclusion and Future Work  

165 

Solving the quest – answering the research questions  

This research asks how use contributes new and valuable knowledge back to the archive 

in the case of artworks like Man with Mirror where a significant part of their integrity is real-

time, embodied performance. I broke this question down into two sub-questions: contrary to 

conventional archiving wisdom, to what extent and in what ways might repeated re-use of the 

archived material be crucial to the continuing survival and indeed the future strengthening of 

value of such artworks? Does the best-practice archiving of these particular kinds of artworks 

have something to teach contemporary archiving practitioners more generally? 

So exactly what is the new and valuable knowledge that use contributes back to the 

archive from my test case? Here is a list of the specific returns: 

Understanding of the user’s manual, set out as ‘insights’ in the final section of this 

conclusion. 

 

Written updates to the user’s manual insert. It is emerging that the draft of the written 

insert that Laura prepared is a letter with tips to a future user rather than a tale of her use. 

Laura’s tale of use is captured in a recorded conversation with Lucas and me.   

 

The user’s manual instructions as a voice track. The first track was recorded by Lucas 

for Laura to use during her 16mm film shoot. Laura went on to make her own track that 

has become an integral part of her piece Woman with Man with Mirror. She intended her 

track to be available to future users.  

 

New knowledge 1. That authority from both creator intention and from the experience 

arising from subsequent performances enacted by artists other than the creator can co-

exist as ‘growth rings’ around the original work, accumulating through time.  

 

New knowledge 2. Analysing errors builds knowledge. Through using the manual, we 

saw that we learn what we do not know and what others may have carried out ‘wrongly’ 

or differently. 

 

Man with Mirror has collected a community: Laura and her audiences, some of whom 
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knew nothing of Guy’s piece have seen it; and Sean and company. By being out in the 

world, knowledge of Man with Mirror builds.  

 

Testing the manual has added new research materials in the form of interviews, 

recording and notes from the fieldwork.  

 

 

Potential insights for contemporary archiving practitioners 

The test case of Man with Mirror is an outlier in the category of performance-dependent 

heritage, which I defined in Chapter 1 as heritage that relies upon technology and other kinds of 

performance. For this kind of heritage item, tales of use combined with transmission in person 

show potential for ensuring the survival of the heritage item. While it is too early to claim these 

methods actually ensure survival, the contribution of this research is a conceptual model for how 

re-use can ensure survival. The research is clear that the re-use process strengthens Man with 

Mirror.  

The argument for enriching metadata is not new to archivists; this research contributes to it 

As I glossed in Chapter 1, understanding records in a continuum in which they find their 

meaning in multiple domains that change over time is not new to archivists. The model of 

resilience through change that I explore contributes to this (McKemmish 1994, Upward 1996, and 

1997). I confirm the importance of enriching metadata for performance-dependent records. Both 

the model of survival through re-use and metadata enrichment through ‘tales of use’ are 

applicable to collections beyond those with the appellation ‘archives’. In other words, the specific 

names of the kinds of heritage and the kinds of institutions are less important than the concepts – 

this research contributes a conceptual model for artworks and other kinds of heritage, like Man 

with Mirror, where a significant part of their integrity relies on real-time, embodied performance.  

The archive/archives problem 

While I claim that the findings of this research are generalisable beyond archives, there is 

a quality of ‘evidence’ to the application of the rules and rigours of the user’s manual that is key 

to this conceptual model. This grounds the research in the archives domain. I pointed out the 

distinction between archive and archives and the problem of the blazing metaphor of the ‘archive’ 
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contrasted with the practical work of keeping collections. I intermix the terms and extend them to 

stand in for collections more generally. The research has made clear for me that further work is 

needed to explore the distinctions between the theoretical and metaphorical ‘archive’ and the 

practical ‘archives’.  

 

Other future directions 

Finally, as I conclude the quest that has directed my thinking for the past several 

years, I pause to look towards some directions for future research. These build on my findings 

about the value of accounts of use and re-enactment. 

The embodied metadata, or contextual richness that is added to Man with Mirror by 

users could be constructively characterised as ‘wisdom’. In this line of inquiry, wisdom is 

derived from experience. Experience recounted as an ‘involved narrative’ has an ethical 

authority derived from its basis in specific, lived experience (Gibson 2010).  And experience 

encountered as an involved narrative is an effective way to capture a picture of complexity 

(Gibson, Crea and Chambers 2018). I began exploring this language of ‘wisdom’ and other 

sites and tools that can effectively adjust over time in a 2019 exhibition The Stand-in Lab, a 

collaboration with film artist and archivist Lynn Loo. We developed instructions for a media 

art performance of Lynn’s. The instructions were tested and developed by a series of ’artist-

testers’ over the course of the exhibition. The instructions or score evolved from a Word 

document to a set of haiku. 

Body-to-body transmission as a method for keeping knowledge alive has a proven track 

record. It cannot rely on one person alone, knowledge must be matrixed across communities 

where every single person has knowledge needed by others. I published on the theme of 

entrusting someone, preferably a community of people, to improve the survival chances of the 

work through a ‘preservation of doing’ (Curham 2016). This led me to Indigenous knowledge. 

This vast domain contrasts with my case, limited to a single instance of work that relies on body-

to-body transmission.  

In making initial forays into scholarship on Indigenous knowledge management, a line 

of inquiry emerged about fragmentation and archives – splitting something off into an 

archives as we traditionally conceive of them has unintended and damaging consequences. As 
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Nakata et al. write, because documentation systems inevitably involve extraction, they 

fragment knowledge that should be holistic, in contradiction to the conceptual basis of that 

knowledge (Nakata et al. 2005, 9). My data set throws up an unexpected example of 

fragmentation through the material on my mother Valerie trying out the user’s manual. With 

only partial and fragmented knowledge of Man with Mirror, she could not take charge of her 

re-enactment. She quite literally ‘went through the motions’, an eager participant but largely 

in the dark.  

 

 
From left: Laura Hindmarsh, Louise Curham and Valerie Liddle, November 2016, Canberra. Video still. Louise 
demonstrates to Valerie how to move her mirror. 

 

Although Valerie had shot her film, she had a very limited understanding of how 

‘film’ Valerie would interact with ‘live Valerie’. Louise uses a copy of the manual, acting out 

the mirror choreography to explain the relationship. 

I have shown how continuing performances of Man with Mirror add growth rings when 

new users try the manual. Rather than fixing and preserving Man with Mirror, this model 

strengthens it and aids its survival. During my research, I encountered translation, a related model 

that also seems to strengthen and aid survival. Translator and poet Subhash Jaireth discussed with 

me his purpose when translating. His aim is to make something endure as distinct from its 
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preservation. When things endure they remain alive. Their different valences of meaning circulate 

– they are surrounded by their clouds of meaning. When things are preserved they remain but 

they may not necessarily be consulted or used. Preservation keeps alive the possibility that they 

will endure, but the enduring is where their liveliness can be found. The concepts of endurance 

and ‘clouds of meaning’ that Jaireth pointed to has potential to extend the themes of polyvalent, 

multiple perspectives for which archivists strive. 

 

Migration is a term that carries some of the meaning of translation when applied to a work like 

Man with Mirror. Technologies become obsolete, a situation that requires migration, moving information 

from the old format to a new one. In the process of migration, decisions must be made about how best to 

capture what is considered essential from the original content, a selection process that shares some 

qualities with translation.  

Laura shot super 8 film, the format both Guy and TLC perform with, but eventually 

the option of using super 8 will fall away, once the format is no longer available, truly 

obsolete. Continuing the use of super 8 was a conscious decision of Laura’s. Choosing to 

deploy obsolete technology and decisions about what to replace them with carry with them 

commentaries about both contemporary technology and technology in general. Both Laura 

and Sean explored formats other than super 8, Laura shot 16mm film and Sean’s group 

explored a performance on digital video. This mixed bag of format choices, all connected to 

Man with Mirror, holds promise as a site for further investigation, drawing on theoretical 

accounts of obsolescence, for example Acland (2007), Elwes (2013) and Knowles (2020). 

There is a nuance to the performance of Man with Mirror that Laura’s work points to. 

While her work Woman with Man with Mirror adds audio to the performance through her 

autocue-guide track, a dimension open to future manual users to explore is Guy’s occasional 

use of audio in his own performances. Very occasionally he has included sound, deflected 

‘through the performance space in a similar way as the light image’ (Kuronen 2004, 21). Guy 

notes that to achieve the sound deflection, a performance venue with specific dimensions is 

required (Kuronen 2004, 21). This occasional version Guy performs warrants further 

exploration.   
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Summary of insights 

To draw this tale to a close, I now review my insights. Crucially, I have shown that the 

manual can be understood as a tale of experience that invites the addition of future users’ own 

tales. What is powerful about the user’s manual as a tale of experience and use is that ‘growth 

rings’ form around the work, strengthening it but keeping it whole within.  

 

I have argued that there are few certainties about these changeable artworks as cultural 

products. A contribution of the manual is to record an effort to faithfully carry out Guy’s artwork. 

This frees up future users to add thicker growth rings through new variations, assured there is a 

growth ring within, that has enacted its responsibilities to the original. 

 

I have shown that while archives contributes one way to envision what the future holds for 

a work, the artwork can surprise us because every iteration in the present is different. I drew upon 

Walter Benjamin’s thinking to show that powerful retellings intertwine the tale with the teller and 

every teller is different. I highlighted that situations of complexity call for accounts from multiple 

viewpoints (as Benjamin and Paul Cilliers, paraphrased by Gibson, Crea and Chambers, showed 

us). These multiple viewpoints come together to form a narrative mesh, knowledge that 

accumulates to deliver understanding. 

 

I explained from Rebecca Schneider that performance can be a record that stands as 

evidence for a ritual or ritualised scenario. Performance takes on the attributes of a record as 

authentic and reliable when something composed in code performs; that performance becomes 

the trace or record of that specific enactment of that code. Thus I showed that re-enactment allows 

past and present to interweave, (Wo)Man with Mirror or Woman with Man with Mirror is not not 

Man with Mirror – neither work is Guy in 1976 in London, but they are also not completely 

detached from Man with Mirror.  

 

I confirmed that there is an important distinction between giving an account of what 

actually happened contrasted with claiming to know what really happened, which can only be 

conjecture. I showed that TLC can with authority recount their experience of re-enacting Guy’s 

work – what actually happened when TLC carried out this process.  
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The last word goes to Laura. When so many things that are valued in society are digital 

(that is to say recorded), embodied experience-in-the-flesh becomes ever more precious. 

Embodied experience as valuable is common to the experience of Guy, TLC, Laura and Sean.  

 

Laura: I took the work on 
behalf of Louise to an archive 
conference [the international 
digital preservation conference 
iPRES] – there was a strong art 
focus, lots of media archivists. 
People try and stay as pure to 
the original as possible and I 
was very much someone who 
wasn't necessarily trying to 
recreate the original work. 
People were intrigued that 
through trying and failing, there 
was something more interesting 
than that [staying pure to the 
original] … they would say 
‘why would you do that?’ or 
‘what's the significance of it?’ 
because everything to them is 
about purity towards the 

original and trying to maintain it. 
Diana: You say trying and failing, but you won't fail because you're not trying like them, 
to create a pure original.  
Laura: Yeah, I guess from my worldview, I’m trying with the resources I’ve got, trying to 
do something without, because I know I'm not going to create the exact same thing. I 
mean in the case of Man with Mirror, I'm not Guy. So what could I do? I could get 
someone who looks like me to go and stand there and try and film back in London … if 
Guy's burnt down tomorrow and he couldn't refilm it, and as his 28-year-old self, what 
would they [media archivists] do? For me, it's more interesting to sort of make a proxy as 
close as I can and then be aware of why it's different and then play with that difference. 

(Laura Hindmarsh interviewed by Diana Glazebrook, November 2016, 35-37 minutes) 

 

And here are lines I have repeated, lines that have operated as mantras as I have resolved 

for myself what this research shows. These words leave me, at the end of this journey, still 

inspired by the value of things from the past: TLC in running the rules and rigours of Guy’s work 

is faced with a specific techno-cultural context that brings inevitable change, despite best efforts 

at adherence. What has happened in the past, brought into the present, surprises us.

Laura at iPRES, Bern, Switzerland, October 2016. Photograph by Wilf 
Speller. 
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